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MEMORANDUM 


To: Members of the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee. 
From: Senator James O. Eastland. 


Because of the importance of the secret speech of Nikita S. Khrush- 
chev on February 25, 1956, before a closed session of the XXth Party 
Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, as a confession 
of crimes by himself and other present-day Communist leaders, and 
as a basic document in the study of many subsequent developments 
in the Soviet Union and its satellite countries, I have instructed that 
the full text of this speech be printed as a committee document, to- 
gether with an analysis prepared by the Free Trade Union Committee 
(AFL-CIO) and (from the Journal of the Institute for the Study of 
the U. S. S. R.) a very fine brief summary of the basic significance 
of the new Kremlin tactics. 
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SUMMARY 


THE POLITICAL RESULTS OF THE XXTH PARTY CON- 
GRESS AND THE FUTURE OF THE COLLECTIVE LEAD- 
ERSHIP 


Materials of the Twentieth Party Congress lead to the conclusion 
that the basic significance of the new Kremlin tactics in foreign and 
domestic policy is as follows: 

I. Tn foreign policy it points to a change from Stalin’s policy of 
preparation for direct armed aggression by the U.S. S. R. to ag- 
gression of the following types: (1) Ideological (a strengthening 
and subsidizing of world communism and an attempt to draw 
the Social-Democrats throughout the world into collaboration 
with the Communists) ; (2) revolutionary (starting “small wars,” 
uprisings and political strike movements) ; (3) nationalist (sup- 
port for any and all nationalist movements, even against com- 
munism, if they can be of use to the foreign policy of the Krem- 
lin) ; (4) economic (growing economic and technical assistance 
by the U.S. S. R. to backward countries and the conclusion with 
them of even unprofitable economic and commercial treaties, in 
order to broaden the camp of the neutral countries) ; (5) diplo- 
matic (continuous maintenance by the Kremlin of the initiative 
in all international trouble spots by putting out obviously un- 
realistic propaganda demands in the hope that the West will not 
accept them; an excuse can always be found for preventing their 
realization). 

II. In domestic policy the new Kremlin tactics point to: (1) a 
rejection of Stalin’s person but not of Stalin’s system in order to 
place on Stalin personally the blame for all failures in domestic 
and foreign policy, to create for themselves an excuse for pos- 
sible revision of several elements of the Stalinist system (not 
liquidation, but reorganization of the kolkhozes and a reorganiza- 
tion of the forced labor system), to install from top to bottom the 
principle of “collective dictatorship” for a transitional period, 
and to prepare the soil for the liquidation of Stalin’s old guard 
(the Molotov group) ; (2) a number of economic measures for 
raising the standard of living (“Under Stalin life was impossible, 
but now everything is all right”’) ; (3) a somewhat increased access 
to the East on the part of the West by a partial lifting of the 
Iron Curtain, including extensive exchanges of persons but not 
ideas; and (4) a probable amnesty or rehabilitation of victims of 
the great purge by Stalin and Yezhov. 

A probable development of Soviet policy in these directions might 
stimulate opposition in the Party, the army and the nation, as a result 
of a new anti-Stalinist climate in the country, and this in turn makes 
it probable that there will be repeated zigzags in domestic policy 
through the use of Stalin’s own methods.—/ournal of the Institute for 
the Study of the U. S.S8. R. 
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KHRUSHCHEV’S SECRET SPEECH AND DECLARATION 
OF COMMUNIST PARTY OF SOVIET UNION 


AN ANALYSIS AND EVALUATION 


(Prepared by Free Trade Union Committee (AFL-CIO)) 


The sensation of the 20th Congress of the Communist Party of the 
Soviet Union was its criticism of the “cult of the individual” as 
personified by Stalin. However, this criticism, directed at the late 
dictator, was voiced timidly and with great restraint. Khrushchev 
himself accused Stalin only indirectly and rather cautiously. Hence, 
the report by Khrushchev to the 20th Congress might have given the 
impression that the main villain was not Stalin, whose name he men- 
tioned very casually only twice, but the “imperialist agent” Beria who 
was the target of his vituperations. 

However, all such false impressions were soon dispelled in conse- 
quence of Khrushchev’s secret speech delivered to the 20th Congress on 
February 24 and 25, 1956. This speech—as first disclosed and pub- 
lished by the United States Department of State—had only one theme 
and one target: Stalin. Openly, violently, and in minute details, it 
charged the dead despot with having committed the most horrible 
crimes imaginable. 

In his address at the dramatic closed session, the present Soviet 
party boss pursued three objectives: First: he wanted to substantiate, 

rove, and justify the charges leveled by the party leaders against 
eatity<tleeraiel originally made under the guise of a condemnation 
of the “personality cult.” Second: to defend and whitewash the 
present occupants of the Kremlin who were Stalin’s “comrades-at- 
arms” when he was still alive. Third: to assure the assembled Com- 
munist Party officials that a return to Stalin’s methods of rule was im- 
possible and that the new Party chieftains would adhere strictly to the 
principle of “collective leadership.” 

In other words, the primary purpose of Khrushchev’s secret. report 
was to strengthen the on of himself and his colleagues and to win 
support for their policies. In his examination of Stalin’s record, 
Miksusichbe was not motivated by a desire to contribute to historical 
truth or to promote an objective evaluation of the Stalin era. On 
the contrary, while thundering against the “Stalin myth,” he sought to 
replace it with another one—the “Lenin myth.” In the very process 
of deploring Stalin’s falsifications of history, Khrushchev was pro- 
ducing a remarkable number of his own distortions of historical events. 
All in all, his address was significant not merely for what he said and 
revealed but also for what he ignored and omitted. Nevertheless, his 
speech is of the greatest importance. It is one of the most astounding 
and shocking political documents of all times. 
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It is the tale of incredible brutalities and horrors. It is the tale of a 
cruel absolute ruler who, suffering from megalomania and persecution 
psychosis, was devoid of any human feelings and terrorized and 
murdered millions of innocent people. At the same time, it is an 
indictment of those who today pose as Stalin’s accusers and pretend 
to choke with moral indignation at his misdeeds but who, during his 
lifetime, were his closest associates and most zealous admirers. Above 
all, this Khrushchev address is the condemnation of a system under 
which such a maniac could gain unlimited power, cause untold mis- 
eries, and continue for decades as the unchallenged master of an 
empire. 

I. Tue Great Pores 


Khrushchev’s speech dealt mainly with Stalin’s actions during his 
last 15 years of life. According to Khrushchev, the “deterioration” 
in Stalin’s personality began during the midthirties. Khrushchev 
realizes that this change did not occur without prior warnings. At the 
20th Congress, the so-called Lenin Testament was distributed among 
the delegates. This “testament” is a confidential letter which Lenin 
dicated in December 1922—January 1923. In it, Lenin said that 
Stalin, then General Secretary of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union, had concentrated “enormous power in his hands; and I am 
not sure that he always knows how to use that power with sufficient 
caution.” Lenin characterized Stalin as “excessively rude” and pro- 
posed that he be removed from his position and replaced by a man 
who would be “more patient, more loyal, more polite, and more at- 
tentive to comrades, less capricious, etc.” than Stalin. 

Lenin’s advice was not followed. The 13th Congress of the Com- 
munist Party of the Soviet Union (C. P. S. U.), held in 1924, after 
Lenin’s death, decided not to remove Stalin from the post of Secretary 
General. In his secret speech, Khrushchev stated that the delegates 
made this decision in the hope that Stalin “would heed the critical 
remarks of Vladimir Ilyich (Lenin) and would be able to overcome 
the defects which caused Lenin serious anxiety.” 

But the fact of the matter is that Stalin was able to retain his posi- 
tion because, following Lenin’s death, a factional fight had broken 
out in the party. The resulting power constellation in the Central 
Committee favored Stalin. This struggle continued for 10 years. It 
ended with the emergence of Stalin as the undisputed absolute dic- 
tator after he had eliminated all his political enemies—whom Khru- 
shchev branded as “Trotskyites, Zinovievites, Bukharinites, and bour- 
geois nationalists.” The present Kremlin rulers supported Stalin 
in that conflict. Even today they persistently defend and commend 
Stalin’s crushing of the opposition. In his secret speech, Khrush- 
chev declared : “Here Stalin played a positive role.” 

According to Khrushchev, this fight was waged on “ideological 
grounds” and “extreme repressive measures” were not used against 
those whom he brands as the “enemies of Leninism”—that is, in 
reality, of Stalin. It is true that Stalin did not yet have the power 
at that time to order the physical liquidation of his political oppo- 
nents. But one would have to stretch the meaning of the term “ideo- 
logical” pretty far to maintain, as Khrushchev does, that the defeat 
of the Trotskyites and the so-called right wing was attained by means 
of ideological weapons. Actually, the opposition was muzzled and 
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terrorized; many of its leaders were arrested and deported; Trotsky 
was exiled; their followers were not only expelled from the Commu- 
nist Party but also chased from their jobs and thrown out of their 
apartments. 

Khrushchev would have the world believe that the “practice of mass 
repression” started only in the midthirties. In reality, Stalin applied 
repressive measures on a mass scale years before. In the July 1928 
meeting of the Central Committee of the C. P. S. U., Soviet Premier 
Rykov complained against the use of the Red Army for the forcible 
collection of grain. In the period of 1929-82, at the peak of the 
collectivization drive, millions of peasants were deported and lost 
their lives. In his lengthy secret speech, Khrushchey deliberately 
and conveniently overlooked this aspect of compulsory collectiviza- 
tion—a policy which he praised. He also chose not to mention the 
various trials staged in 1923-31 against professional personnel and 
former Mensheviks. These trials, with their confessions, death sen- 
tences, and executions, were really the dress rehearsal and the fore- 
runners of the notorious trials of the thirties. 

It is rather significant that Khrushchev should ignore these early 
manifestations of repression and should deplore only the repressive 
policy which began after 1934 when the 17th Congress of the C. P. S. U. 
was held. The explanation for this attitude is that the victims of the 
purges in the thirties were, in the main, Communists—either members 
of the inner-party opposition or in Khrushchev’s words, “honest Com- 
munists * * *, party cadres who had borne the heavy load of the 
Civil War and the first and most difficult years of industrialization and 
collectivization, who actively fought against the Trotskyites and the 
rightists for the Leninist party line.” It is this liquidation of party 
members, especially of loyal Stalinists, which has aroused Khrush- 
chev’s ire and has contributed to his decision to tell the story of the 
massive purges as carried out by the late dictator. 

Most of the facts which he revealed about the liquidation of those 
whom Stalin considered to be his enemies have been known outside of 
the Iron Curtain for quite some time. However, up to the moment 
of Khrushchev’s speech, those facts were vigorously denied by Com- 
munists throughout the world and denounced as “capitalist slanders 
and lies.” Now these crimes are not only confirmed but also con- 
demned by the highest Communist authority. 

One must grant that Khrushchev did not mince words in describing 
Stalin’s crimes. Let us quote some of his accusations against the 
defunct despot: 

“Stalin originated the concept ‘enemy of the oe This term 
automatically rendered it unnecessary that the ideo ogical errors of 
a man or men engaged in a controversy be proven; this term made 
possible the usage of the most cruel repression * * *” 

“The only proof of guilt used, against all norms of current legal 
science, was the ‘confession’ of the accused himself; and, as subsequent 
probing proved, ‘confessions’ were acquired through physical pres- 
sures against the accused.” 

“This led to glaring violations of revolutionary legality and to the 
fact that many entirely innocent persons, who in the past had de- 
fended the party line, became victims.” 

“The formula, ‘enemy of the people,’ was specifically introduced 
for the purpose of physically annihilating such individuals.” 
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Stalin “abandoned the method of ideological struggle for that of 
administrative violence, mass repressions, and terror. He acted on an 
increasingly larger scale and more stubbornly through punitive or- 
gans, at the same time often violating all existing norms of morality 
and of Soviet laws.” 

“Arbitrary behavior by one person encouraged and permitted arbi- 
trariness in others. Mass arrests and deportations of many thousands 
of people, execution without trial and without normal investigation, 
created conditions of insecurity, fear, and even desperation.” 

“Many thousands of people (fell) victim of the method of terror.” 

“Fabrication of cases.” 

“False accusations.” 

“Glaring abuses of Socialist legality which resulted in the death 
of innocent people.” 

“Barbaric tortures.” 

“Cruel and inhuman tortures.” 

“Stalin decided everything. He was the chief persecutor in these 
cases. Stalin not only agreed to but, on his own initiative, issued 
arrest orders.” 

In the case of the “Doctor’s Plot” Khrushchev pointed out— 

“(Stalin) said the academician Vinograd (one of the arrested) 
should be put in chains, another one should be beaten * * * Stalin 
told him (Minister of State Security Ignatiev) curtly: ‘If you do not 
obtain confessions from the doctors we will shorten you by a head.’ 
Stalin personally called the investigative judge, gave him instructions, 
cdined on which investigative methods should be used ; these methods 
were simple—beat, beat, and, once again, beat.” 

As Khrushchev put it, Stalin began to use the above-described 
measures against the “party cadres” after the 17th Congress, known as 
the “Congress of Victory.” It was at that Congress held in 1934 that 
Stalin’s victory over his political opponents within the party was cele- 
brated. However, the leaders and followers of the opposition, al- 
though politically crushed and in great numbers arrested or deported, 
were still alive. Furthermore, within the ranks of Stalin’s own sup- 
porters voices were heard demanding an end to the innerparty strife 
and calling for a reconciliation with the opposition. ‘These same 
forces were aware of the Russian people’s weariness after the grim 
years of 1928-33, the years of the first Five-Year Plan with its forced 
industrialization, compulsory collectivization, deportations, and 
famine. They advocated moderation in carrying out of Stalin’s eco- 
nomic and domestic policies. Stalin, fearful that his newly gained 
absolute control of the party was again endangered, decided to liqui- 
date all his opponents—old and new. 

The pretext for the mass purges set in motion by Stalin was the 
murder on December 1, 1934, of Sergei M. Kirov, secretary of the 
Leningrad Communist Party organization. Stalin regarded Kirov 
as his strongest rival. In his secret speech, Khrushchev openly hinted 
that Kirov’s murder was organized by Stalin—a fact long suspected. 
The first victims of the wave of terror that began after the assassina- 
tion of Kirov were mainly members of the opposition. But soon the 
purges, arrests, and executions reached into the ranks of loyal Stalin- 
ists. Even the “victors” of the 17th Congress were not spared. Ac- 
cording to the figures cited by Khrushchev, of the 139 members and 
candidates of the party’s Central Committee elected at the 17th Con- 
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gress, 98 persons, i. e., 70 percent, were arrested and shot (mostly in 
1937-38). 

“The mM 0 fate,” Khrushchev stated, “met not only the Central 
Committee members but also the majority of the delegates to the 17th 
Party Congress. Of 1,966 delegates with either voting or advisory 
rights, 1,108 persons were arrested on charges of antirevolutionary 
crimes, i. e., decidedly more than a majority.” 

As Khrushchev told the 20th Congress delegates: “Mass repres- 
sions grew tremendously from the end of 1936.” N. K. VY. D. chief 
Henry Yagoda was dismissed and later himself executed, because, as 
Stalin declared in a telegram on September 25, 1936, “Yagoda has 
definitely proved himself to be incapable of unmasking the Trotskyite- 
Zinovievite bloc.” Nikolai I. Yezhov was appointed Yagoda’s suc- 
cessor. The worst terror period began ; the so-called Yezhovshchina. 
Yezhov was so “successful” that, according to Khrushchev, “the num- 
ber of arrests based on charges of counterrevolutionary crimes had 
grown 10 times between 1936 and 1937.” 

Khrushchev described how the N. K. V. D. prepared lists of ar- 
rested persons whose sentences were set in advance. “Yezhov would 
send these lists to Stalin personally for his approval of the proposed 
punishment. In 1937-38, 383 such ‘iste, containing the names of many 
thousands of Party, Government, Komsomol, Army, and economic 
workers, were sent to Stalin. He approved these lists.” 

Due to the fact that the mass purges resulted in “heavy cadre losses 
to the party,” even Stalin was forced at the end of 1938 to slow down on 
mass repressions. Yezhov, in his turn, was executed and replaced 
by Lavrenti P. Beria. But, as Khrushchev pointed out at the 20th 
Congress, arrests and executions continued well into.1939. For in- 
stance, Robert I. Eikhe, an old Bolshevik and candidate of the Polit- 
buro, was shot in February 1940. And with such arrests there con- 
tinued the practice of fabricating cases and obtaining “confessions” 
through torture. In a telegram sent on January 20, 1939, to the 
leading Communist Party and N. K. V. D. subdivisions, Stalin de- 
fended the application of “methods of physical pressure” by the secret 
police as follows: 

“It is known that all bourgeois intelligence services use methods of 
physical influence against all representatives of the socialist prole- 
tariat and that they use them in their most scandalous forms. The 
question arises as to why the socialist intelligence service should be 
more humanitarian against the mad agents of the bourgeoisie, against 
the deadly enemies of the working class and of the kolkhoz workers. 
The Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bol- 
sheviks) considers that physical pressure still should be used obliga- 
torily, as an exception applicable to known and obstinate enemies of 
the people as a method both justifiable and appropriate.” 

As we know, out of the mouth of Khrushchev himself, the N. K: 
V. D. proceeded accordingly right up to the moment of Stalin’s death: 

Khrushchev revealed in his secret speech that a number of the purge 
cases are now being reviewed and that, since 1954, 7,679 persons have 
been rehabilitated, many posthumously. He singled out a few of 
them—Robert I. Eikhe, Jan E. Rudzutak, Stanislav V. Kosior, Vlas 
Y. Chubar, Pavel P. Postyshev, Alexander V. Kosarev, and others. 
Practically all of them were devoted Stalinists. 
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Obviously no rehabilitation of the anti-Stalinist victims of the 
purges is planned. Throughout his secret speech as well as in his re- 
port to the 20th Congress, Khrushchev stressed that the fight against 
the opposition had been necessary and justified. Though he did not 
say so openly, he implied that Stalin went too far in executing his 
former political rivals (Zinoviev, Bukharin, Rykov, etc.). He also 
admitted that there was no basis for Stalin’s contention that mass 
repressions were calied for because the “Trotskyites” constituted a 
danger to the Communist Party and the Soviet State. 

Rhrushichev recalled that, even at the height of Trotsky’s influence 
in 1927, on the eve of the 15th Party Congress, only 4,000 votes were 
cast for the “Trotskyite-Zinovievite” opposition against 724,000 for 
the party line. Ten years later, when the terror raged against alleged 
Trotskyites, “Trotskyism was completely disarmed.” Accordingly, 
Khrushchev declared: “It is clear that, in the situation of Socialist 
victory, there was no basis for mass terror in the country.” 

At the February—March Central Committee Plenum in 1937, Stalin 
attempted to give a theoretical justification for the mass terror policy 
“under the pretext that, as we march forward toward socialism, class 
war must allegedly sharpen.” 

In his secret speech Khrushchev rejected this “theory” in contrast- 
ing Lenin’s and Stalin’s position on the use of terror: 

‘Lenin taught that the application of revolutionary violence is 
necessitated by the resistance of the exploiting classes, and this re- 
ae to the era when the exploiting seumee existed and were pow- 
erful.” 

“Stalin deviated from these clear and plain precepts of Lenin. 
Stalin put the party and the N. K. V. D. up to the use of mass terror 
when the exploiting classes had been liquidated in our country and 
when there were no serious reasons for the use of extraordinary mass 
terror. 

“This terror was actually directed not at the remnants of the de- 
feated exploiting classes but against the honest workers of the party 
and of the Soviet State. * * *” 

According to Khrushchev, Lenin ordered the abandonment of mass 
terror and the death penalty in January 1920. Actually the death 
penalty was abolished only on paper aid only for 2 months. It was 
officially restored in May 1920. What is more, mass terror was used by 
Lenin in 1921 in order to suppress the Kronstadt revolt which was 
organized not by the “exploiting classes” but by loyal workers and 
peasants. The victims of the reprisals which followed the fall of 
Kronstadt numbered hundreds, if not thousands, and no public trials 
were held. 

Furthermore, Khrushchev did not reject terror as such. He de- 
fended its use against the “exploiting classes.” In Communist par- 
lance, “exploiting classes” is a term applied to all opponents of the 
Communist regime. Moreover, this loose term has served to justify 
the repressive measures carried out by the ruling clique in the Com- 
munist Party against anyone who was considered a threat to its 
hegemony. In his secret speech, Khrushchev himself accused the 
Trotskyites and the Bukharinites of following a political line which 
“led actually toward the restoration of capitalism and capitulation to 
the world bourgeosie.” In other words, Khrushchev charged them, 
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as Stalin did, with having been agents of “capitalism,” i. e., of the 
“exploiting classes,” 

Khruschchev condemned the Stalinist terror only because it “was 
actually directed not at the remnants of the defeated exploiting classes 
but against the honest workers of the party and of the Soviet state.” 
Here again his (belated) regrets concerned only the fate of loyal 
Stalinists. 

We have already mentioned that Khrushchev ridiculed Stalin’s 
“theory” that “the closer we are to socialism,” the more class war 
increases. But in 1939, when Stalin called a halt to mass purges, he 
himself abandoned that formulation. In his report to the 18th Con- 
gress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, Stalin declared 
that there were no more “exploiters” left. Did he, however, draw from 
that admission the conclusion that, since there existed no longer any 
“exploiting classes” which had to be suppressed, the notorious 
N. K. V. D. should be abolished? Not at all. At that time, Stalin 
advanced a new “theory” in order to justify the continued applica- 
tion—although not on such a mass seale as in the preceding years—of 
repressive measures and the maintenance of the secret police. Accord- 
ing to Stalin, the task of the N. K. V. D. henceforth would be “the 
detection and punishment of the spies, assassins, and wreckers sent 
into our country by foreign espionage services” (Stalin, From Social- 
ism 4) Communism, New York, International Publishers, 1939, pp. 
56-57). 

At the 20th Congress, Khrushchev expressly reaffirmed that “doc- 
trine” of Stalin when he defended the need for and the usefulness of 
the M. V. D. (N. K. V. D.). In accordance with that “theory,” Beria 
was labeled in 1953 as a “foreign agent,” charged with “treason,” and 
summarily executed. 

Stalin’s formulation of 1939 was just as ridiculous as his conten- 
tion of 1937 about raging “class war” in the allegedly “Socialist” 
Soviet Union. Both “theories” were unfounded and unproven. They 
were not based on facts. They were evolved in order to serve the 
political purposes of the Kremlin. As long as the totalitarian Com- 
munist regime exists, it will have to apply terror in order to kee 
alive. Of course, it will always attempt to give a “theoretical” justi- 
fication of its repressive policies by referring either to alleged internal 
enemies (“exploiting classes”) or alleged foreign enemies (“imperialist 


agents”). 
II. Statin Durtne Woritp War II 


One of the attributes which Stalin has ascribed to himself was that 
of “military genius.” According to the official Stalinist legend, it 
was the brilliant strategist Stalin who, almost singlehanded, defeated 
the Nazi war machine and assured Soviet Russia’s victory over Hitler 
Germany. In his secret speech, Khrushchev viciously attacked that 
legend. He showed that, far from saving the Soviet Union in World 
War IT, Stalin almost succeeded in having Russia destroyed by the 
Nazi onslaught. 

In discussing Stalin’s role in the Second World War, Khrushchev 
began with a description of the situation on the eve of Hitler’s invasion 
of Russia (June 22, 1941). He was silent on the events preceding that 
date, above all on the infamous Stalin-Hitler Pact which enabled the 
German dictator to launch World War II. The reason for Khrush- 
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chev’s silence in regard to this specific crime committed by Stalin is 
avery simpleone. As he has repeatedly emphasized in recent months, 
Khrushchev still approves of Stalin’s pro-Nazi policy. As a matter 
of fact, he thinks so highly of Stalin’s alliance with the worst political 
regime Germany ever had that a few months ago, during his visit to 
Great Britain, he threatened the British people with a repetition of 
Stalin’s feat. 

As a consequence of the close cooperation between Nazi Germany 
and the Soviet Union during the first 21 months of the war, Stalin had 
unbounded faith in the German dictator. His trust in his Nazi ally 
was so great that he ignored the numerous warnings which he received 
regarding an impending German attack. Among these warnings were 
several by Winston Churchill. At the 20th Congress, Khrushchev 
criticized Stalin for not having heeded these warnings. At the same 
time, however, he impugned Churchill’s motives for warning the 
Soviet Government. Khrushchev said: 

“Tt is self-evident that Churchill did not do this at all because of 
his friendly feeling toward the Soviet nation. 

“He had, in this, his own imperialistic goals—to bring Germany 
and the U. S. S. R. into a bloody war and thereby to strengthen the 
position of the British Empire.” 

But if that were true, why then the warning? By making such 
slurring remarks, Khrushchev only repeated the old lies about Allied 
policies which Stalin invented in order to justify his pact with Hitler. 

As a result of Stalin’s refusal to pay any attention to the warnings 
about the impending Nazi aggression, the German armies were able 
to march deep into Russian territory. But Hitler’s initial great vic- 
tories were also due to the military unpreparedness of the Red Army. 

According to Khrushchev, Stalin was responsible for the sad state 
in which the Soviet armed forces found themselves at the moment of 
the Nazi attack. He declared that, contrary to Stalin’s boasts: 

“Our army was badly armed, * * * we did not have enough artil- 
lery, tanks, and planes to throw the enemy back. * * * We started to 
modernize our military equipment only on the eve of the war. * * * 
At the outbreak of the war we did not even have sufficient numbers of 
rifles to arm the mobilized manpower.” 

It is a well-known fact that these grave deficiencies were finally over- 
come, thanks only to the extensive help which the western allies, and 
especially the United States, granted the Soviet Union during the 
war. ete of course, ignored this fact completely in his secret 
speech. 

According to Khrushchev, another factor which contributed to the 
severe defeats suffered by the Red army in the first months of the 
Nazi invasion was: 

“Stalin’s annihilation of many military commanders and political 
workers during 1937-41, because of his suspiciousness and through 
slanderous accusations. During these years, repressions were insti- 
tuted against certain parts of military cadres beginning literally at 
the company and battalion commander level and extending to the 
higher military centers. During this time the cadre of leaders who 
had gained military experience in Spain and in the Far East was 
almost completely liquidated.” 

Khrushchev named only few of the military leaders purged by 
Stalin. Among them was Marshal Konstantin K. Rokossoveky, the 
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present Soviet Pro-Consul in Poland and butcher of the Poznan 
workers. In the version of his secret speech published by the State 
Department, Khrushchev did not mention Marshal Tukhachevsky, 
who was executed in 1937 along with a number of his closest col- 
laborators. It is, of course, not possible to state whether Khrushchev 
originally did refer to Tukhachevsky’s fate or whether he omitted 
his name on purpose. It is not out of place to recollect here that 
Voroshilov was chairman of the military tribunal which sentenced 
Tukhachevsky and his comrades to death. 

With the same bitterness that he criticized Stalin’s “carefree atti- 
tude” on the eve of the German-Soviet war and failure to prepare 
the Red army adequately for war, Khrushchev denounced his late 
master’s conduct of the war. In this regard, Khrushchev accused 
Stalin of the following: 

“After the first severe disaster and defeats at the front Stalin 
thought that this was the end. * * * After this Stalin for a long 
time actually did not do anything whatever .* * * Therefore the 
threatening danger which hung over our fatherland in the first period 
of the war was largely due to the faulty methods of directing the 
nation and the party by Stalin himself. * * * Even after the war 
began the nervousness and hysteria which Stalin demonstrated, inter- 
fering with actual military operations, caused our army serious dam- 
age. * * * During the whole patriotic war he never visited any sec- 
tion of the front or any liberated city. * * * Simultaneously, Stalin 
was interfering with operations and issuing orders that did not take 
into consideration the real situation at a given section of the front 
and which could not help but result in huge personnel losses. * * * 
Stalin planned operations on a globe * * * he used to take the globe 
and trace the frontline on it. * * * The tactics on which Stalin 
insisted without having the essence of the conduct of battle operations 
cost us much blood. * * *” 

After having thus accused Stalin of defeatism, cowardice, incom- 

etence, and irresponsibility, Khrushchev proceeded to ee the 

d Army and its commanders. He reproached Stalin for having be- 
gun, after the end of the war, “to downgrade many of the commanders 
who contributed so much to the victory of the enemy because Stalin 
excluded every possibility that services rendered at the front should 
be credited to anyone but himself.” According to Khrushchev, Sta- 
lin was especially jealous of Marshal Georgi Zhukov, whom he ban- 
ished from Moscow after the war and sent to Odessa. 

Khrushchev pointed out that the favorable turn which the war 
finally took was due only to the fact that the generals “on whose 
shoulders rested the whole weight of conducting the war” took inde- 
pendent action and adopted a flexible strategy as against the “in- 
cessant frontal attacks” demanded by Stalin. 

During the war, Khrushchev held the post of political commissar 
(Politruk) at the southwestern front. In his secret speech, he told 
at length how he tried in 1942 to avoid a severe defeat of the Soviet 
armies at Kharkov and how he failed because of Stalin’s objections 
to his proposals. Thus, Khrushchev claimed for himself the credit for 
having manfully stood up against the late dictator. 

In his entire discussion of World War II, Khrushchev acknowledged 
neither Allied aid and assistance given to the Soviet Union nor the 
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military contributions of the West to the defeat of Nazi Germany. 
This “omission” was in true Stalinist fashion. 

In examining the domestic policies pursued by Stalin during the 
war, Khrushchev branded as “monstrous acts” the mass deportations 
of whole Soviet nations from their native places. “This deportation 
action was not dictated by military considerations.” Khrushchev 
named as minorities that were exiled the Karachai, the population of 
the Kalmyk Autonomous Republic, the Chechen and Inguish peoples, 
and the Balkars, He did not mention the Volga Germans and the 
Crimean Tartars who suffered the same fate. He was also silent 
on the mass deportations carried out in the countries and areas an- 
nexed by Moscow during and after World War II (Poland, Baltic 
States, etc.). With great indignation Khrushchev exclaimed: 

“Not only a Marxist-Leninist but also no man of common sense ¢an 
grasp how it is possible to make whole nations responsible for inimical 
activity, including women, children, old people, Communists and 
Komsomols, to use mass repression against them, and to expose them 
to misery and suffering for the hostile acts of individual persons or 
groups of persons.” 

So far so good. But this same principle applies also to the deporta- 
tions of the German populations of the Sudeten regions, East and 
West Prussia, and Silesia, the German minorities in Poland, Hun- 
gary, Rumania, etc. Khrushchev had no word of repudiation of the 
inhuman treatment meted out to these unfortunate people who were 
held responsible for the crimes committed by Hitler and his gang. 
This brutal policy was carried out by the Soviet Army and the satel- 
lite Communists. Nor has Moscow since then given any sign of its 
readiness to undo the wrong done to the German expellees. Appar- 
ently, Khrushchev objects to mass deportations only in cases whats 
“Communists and Komsomols” are involved. 


Ill. Sratrx Arrer THe War 


When war engulfed the Soviet Union in June 1941, the country was 
just recovering from the wounds inflicted by the great purges of the 
thirties. Hardly had the war ended, when Stalin resumed his favorite 
hobby of discovering “plots” and liquidating alleged “enemies.” 

As Khrushchev mournfully complained : 

“We must state that after the war the situation became even more 
complicated. Stalin became more capricious, irritable, and brutal; in 
eee his suspicion grew. His persecution mania reached un- 

lievable dimensions.” 

Stalin’s first well-known postwar victims were prominent Commu- 
nist Party leaders, amon them Nikolai A. Voznesensky, a Politburo 
member and President of the State Planning Commission, and A. A. 
Kuznetsov, Secretary of the Central Committee, who, as Khrushchev 
stated, “once stood very close to Stalin.” Their case, the so-called 
Leningrad A ffair was, as Khrushchev told the 20th Congress delegates, 
fabricated. According to him, it was M. V. D. chief Beria who, fear- 
ing that the growing influence of Voznesensky and Kuznetsov upon 
Stalin would harm his own position, aroused the latter’s suspicion and 
engineered their doom with the help of his aide, Victor S. Abakumov, 
then Minister of State Security. In December 1954, Abakumov and 
several of his coworkers were executed on Khrushchev’s orders. 
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The next “plot” was discovered in 1951, in Georgia. There a 
“Mingrelian nationalist organization” was said to exist “whose objec- 
tive was the liquidation of the Soviet power in that republic with 
the help of imperialist powers.” Ridiculing that idea, Khrushchev 
declared : 

“As it developed, there was no nationalist organization in Georgia. 
Thousands of innocent persons fell victims of willfulness and law- 
lessness. All of this happened under the ‘genial’ leadership of Stalin, 
‘the great son of the Georgian nation,’ as Georgians liked to refer to 
Stalin.” 

Khrushchev’s speech has failed to lift the mystery which still sur- 
rounds the “Leningrad case” as well as the “Mingrelian conspiracy.” 
Both may have been parts of a clique struggle in the higher party 
circles which was fought over the question of who will gain influence 
upon Stalin and perhaps even over the issue of Stalin’s succession. 

The third postwar major purge dealt with by Khrushchev in his 
secret speech was the “affair of the Doctor Plotters.” It will be re- 
called that, in January 1953, the Soviet press announced that a group 
of eminent Soviet medical specialists had been arrested. They were 
charged with having deliberately used improper medical techniques 
in order to murder their patients. They were said to have poisoned 
such top Communist leaders as Andrei A. Zhdanov and Alexander S. 
Shcherbakov and to have plotted the death of Marshals Konev, Vas- 
silevsky, Gonorov, and others. The doctors would certainly have been 
executed if Stalin had not died shortly after their arrest. 

The circumstances connected with the imprisonment of the Kremlin 
doctors continue to remain obscure. Khrushchev’s secret speech has 
shed no light on them. It has been widely assumed that the case of 
the “doctors’ plot” was part of the new great purges planned by Stalin 
after the 19th Party Congress of October 1952. Beria was probably 
one of the intended victims of the second “Yezhoyshchina.” This 
would explain why, after Stalin’s death, Beria ordered the release and 
rehabilitation of the arrested doctors. Khrushchev’s indignation 
about the persecution of the doctors has a hollow ring. Many stu- 
dents of Soviet affairs maintain that Khrushchev himself belonged, at 
that time, to a clique which fabricated the “doctors’ plot” in order to 
eliminate Beria. In this connection, it is significant that one of 
Beria’s bitterest foes, S. D. Ignatiev, who, as Minister of State 
Security, was responsible for the doctors’ arrest, was saved by 
Khrushchev—the moment Beria began the investigation of the doc- 
tors’ case. Though his deputy, Ryumin, was executed in July 1954, 
Ignatiev himself now occupies the post of First Secretary of the Com- 
munist Party Bashkirian Provincial Committee; he was present when 
Khrushchev delivered his secret speech at the 20th Congress. 

Next to Stalin, Khrushchev denounced most violently Beria, whom 
he described as Stalin’s evil spirit. He declared: 

“In organizing the various dirty and shameful cases, a very base 
role was played by the rabid enemy of our party, an agent of a for- 
eign intelligence service, Beria, who had stolen into Stalin’s con- 
fidence.” 

Beria certainly deserves neither our pity nor our defense. Suc- 
ceeding Yezhov as head of the N. K. V. D., he was responsible for 
untold arrests, deportations, and murders of innocent people. He was 
the ruthless organizer of the slave-labor system on a mass scale. But 
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it is not these crimes which formed the basis of Khrushchev’s charges 

against Beria. In typical Stalinist fashion, Khrushchev accused 

Beria, first of all, of having been a spy. For a change, he did not 

accuse Beria of having spied for the United States, but for having 

been in the pay of the “Mussavat,” the nationalist Moslem party which 

ay a major role in Azerbaijan in 1917-20. Second, he denounced 
eria for having persecuted “good Bolsheviks.” 

Many of the stories Khrushchev told about Beria were undoubtedly 
distorted and falsified—and for these two reasons: 

First, in order to blacken Beria as much as possible and thereby 
justify Khrushchev’s liquidation of Beria. 

Second, in order to cover up the role played by Khrushchev him- 
self in these crimes. Contrary to Khrushchev’s assertion that Beria 
enjoyed Stalin’s confidence until the latter’s death, Beria had actually 
fallen in disgrace during the last months of the dictator. 

In describing Stalin’s postwar crimes, Khrushchev again limited 
himself, as he did when he reported on the great purges of the 
thirties, to deploring the fate of top functionaries of the Communist 
Party who became victims of Stalin’s terror. However, he did not 
see it fit or find it necessary to utter one word of regret about the 
thousands of Russians and foreigners (war prisoners and civilians) 
who perished in Soviet prisons and concentration camps after the war. 
He did not denounce Stalin’s anti-Semitism which resulted in the sup- 
pression of Jewish culture in the Soviet Union, the arrest and execu- 
tion of eminent Jewish writers and religious leaders, and which was 
one of the most disturbing aspects of many of the postwar purges and 
trials behind the Iron Curtain. With the exception of the blunders 
made by Stalin in regard to Tito, Khrushchev did not criticize Stalin’s 
postwar aggressive foreign policy. The reason why he failed to 
do so is simple: He still approves of these policies. This includes 
Stalin’s anti-Jewish measures. According to well-informed sources, 
Khrushchev himself is a rabid anti-Semite. 


IV. Sraurn’s Seir-GuoriricaTIon 


According to Khrushchev, the “cult of the individual” reached “such 
monstrous size” chiefly because of Stalin’s self-glorification and “lack 
of even elementary modesty.” As his first example, Khrushchev 
cited Stalin’s “Short Biography,” published in 1948. This book was 
characterized by Khrushchev as follows: “Expression of the most 
dissolute flattery, an example of making a man into a godhead, of 
transferring him into an infallible sage, “the greatest leader, sublime 
strategist of all times and nations’ * * *, loathsome adulation.” 

It is a pity that Khrushchev did not cite, in this connection, at 
least a few examples of the servile compliments addressed to Stalin by 
the present Kremlin leaders themselves. That would have made for 
still more grotesque reading. 

Khrushchev likewise denounced “The Short Course of the History 
of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks)” as “permeated 
with the cult of the individual” and distorting historical facts in the 
interest of Stalin’s glory. In addition, he made ironical remarks 
about the Stalin prizes, the praise of Stalin in the national anthem, 
the naming of enterprises and towns after Stalin, the innumerable 
Stalin monuments erected throughout the country, etc. 
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Stalin had the truth changed to his liking not only in regard to 
the past but also in respect to present happenings. rushchev told 
his listeners that Stalin never traveled anywhere, that this alleged 
leader of the toiling masses did not meet any “city and collective farm 
workers” and did not know the real situation in the provinces (the 
last time he visited a village was in January 1928) : 

“He knew the country and agriculture only from films. And these 
films had dressed upon and beautified the existing situation in agricul- 
ture. Many films so pictured collective farm life that the tables were 
bending down from the weight of turkeys and geese. Evidently 
Stalin thought that it was actually so.” 

If we believe Khrushchev, this ignorance led Stalin to make utterly 
absurd proposals. Shortly before his death, he proposed that the 
taxes paid by the kolkhozes (collective farms) and kolkhoz workers 
should be raised by 40,000,000,000 rubles. However, in 1952, for in- 
stance, the kolkhozes and kolkhoz workers received ay 26,280,000,000 
rubles for all their products delivered and sold to the government. 
“The proposal was not based on actual assessment of the situation but 
on the fantastic ideas of a person divorced from reality.” 

But does not this criticism apply to the entire agricultural policy 
pursued by Stalin? Was not the very policy of compulsory collec- 
tivization itself based on the “fantastic ideas of a person divorced 
from reality” and devoid of any human feelings? Khrushchev, of 
course, could not admit this. He is one of the most fanatical pro- 
ponents of ruthless regimentation and exploitation of the peasants. 
By denouncing Stalin, Khewshehow hopes to make him responsible, in 
the eyes of the rural masses, for their misery. Thereby Khrushchev 
hopes to win for himself their confidence and support. 


V. Sraurn’s Metuops or Rup 


Khrushchev’s indictment of Stalin and his recital of Stalin’s re- 
volting crimes raise the question: how could it happen? Aware of 
the fact that this question was bound be foremost in the minds of his 
audience at the 20th Congress, Khrushchev had an answer ready. 
He explained that the evils of Stalinism originated in Stalin’s person- 
ality defects and in the false and “un-Leninistic” methods of rule he 
used. Referring to Lenin’s criticism of Stalin’s character, Khrush- 
chev said: 

“These negative characteristics of his developed steadily and dur- 
ing the last years acquired an absolutely insufferable character * * *. 
The negative characteristics of Stalin, which, in Lenin’s time, were 
only incipient, transformed themselves during the last years into a 
grave jabuse of power by Stalin, which caused untold pan to the 
party. 

According to Khrushchev, Stalin became a despot “who absolutely 
did not tolerate collegiality in leadership and in work, and who prae- 
ticed brutal violence, not only toward everything which opposed him, 
but also toward that which seemed to his capricious and despotic char- 
acter contrary to his concepts. Stalin acted not through persuasion, 
explanation, and patient cooperation with people, but by imposing his 
concepts and demanding absolute submission to his opinion. Whoever 
opposed this concept or tried to prove his viewpoint and the correct- 
ness of his position was doomed to removal from the leading collective 
and to subsequent moral and physical annihilation.” 

Khrushchev complained that Stalin, “using his unlimited power, 
allowed himself many abuses, acting in the name of the tral 
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Committee, not asking for the opinion of the Committee members nor 
even of the members of the Central Committee’s Political Bureau; 
often he did not inform them about his personal decisions concerning 
very important party and government matters.” 

Stalin showed the same contempt toward party Congresses which, 
according to the rules of the C. P. S. U., are, after all, the “highest 
organs” of the Communist Party. Thus, 13 years elapsed between the 
18th and 19th Congresses (1939-52). Khrushchev revealed that Cen- 
tral Committee plenums, too, were hardly ever called and that, for in- 
stance, not a single Central Committee plenum was convened during 
the entire war. 

Stalin resorted to an unrestricted one-man rule right after the 17th 
Congress (1934). Thus, Khrushchev informed the delegates: 

“kt that time, Stalin had so elevated himself above the party and 
above the nation that he ceased to consider either the Central Commit- 
tee or the party. While he still reckoned with the opinion of the 
collective before the 17th Congress, after the complete political liquida- 
tion of the Trotskyites, Zinovievites, and Bukharinites, when as a 
result of that fight and Socialist victories the party achieved unity, 
Stalin ceased to an ever greater degree to consider the members of the 
oa Central Committee and even the members of the Political 

ureau. Stalin thought that now he could decide all things alone 
and all he needed were statisticians; he treated all others in such a 
way that they could only listen to and praise him.” 

In other words, after Stalin had succeeded, with the help of his 
unscrupulous faction—of which the present “collective leadership’? 
was an organic and the decisive part—in defeating his inner-party 
enemies and in becoming the all-powerful boss of the Communist 
Party, he transformed the party executive and the party congresses 
into mere rubberstamps. Accordingly, as Khrushchev admitted, the 
Central Committee and the Political Bureau obediently approved of 
all repressive measures taken by Stalin during the period of the great 
purges and afterward—right up to the time of his death. Khrushchev 
mentioned only one instance where a member of the Central Committee 
dared to oppose Stalin. At the February-March Central Committee 
Plenum of 1937—which adopted Stalin’s proposal to step up the 
purges under Yezhov’s direction—Pavel P. Pestyehev, an old Bolshe- 
vik, objected to Stalin’s revenge plans. In 1938, he was arrested and 
executed as a “people’s enemy.” 

After 1948-49, no Central Committee plenary sessions were held. 
The Political Bureau, too, was sharply curtailed in its activities; in 
Stalin’s last years meetings were convened only occasionally. Stalin 
either “often failed for months to take up some unusually important 
problems, concerning the life of the party and of the state, whose 
solution could not be postponed,” or he made the decisions by himself. 

The situation worsened after the 19th Congress. In describing 
developments during the last months of Stalin’s life, Khrushchev 
reached the most crucial point of his whole exposé—namely, the deli- 
cate matter of the attitude and activities of the present Kremlin 
leaders during the long years of Stalin’s despotic rule. 
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‘VI. Tue Rote or THe Present Sovier Leapers UNDER THE STALIN 
REGIME 


Sensing that many Congress delegates might have found it =e 
that such violent accusations were now directed against Stalin by 
those who were for years his closest and most faithful associates, 
Khrushchev said: 

“Some comrades may ask us: Where were the members of the Politi- 
cal Bureau of the Central Committee? Why did they not assert 
themselves against the cult of the individual in time? And why is 
this being done only now ?” 

Khrushchev’s answer to these hypothetical questions is highly re- 
vealing. He replied that, “first of all, we have to consider the fact 
that the members of the Political Bureau viewed these matters in a 
different way at different times.” Initially, he said, “many of them 
backed Stalin actively.” He mentioned—approvingly—Stalin’s fight 
against the opposition and his forced collectivization and industriali- 
zation policies. In other words, they supported Stalin in his struggle 
for power and in his ruthless oppression and exploitation of the Rus- 
sian people. As soon as Stalin had established his personal dictator- 
ship he rewarded them by promoting them rapidly in the party 
hierarchy. Khrushchev continued: 

“Later, however, Stalin, abusing his power more and more, began 
to fight eminent party and Government leaders and to use terroristic 
methods against honest Soviet people. * * * Attempts to oppose 
groundless suspicions and charges resulted in the opponent falling 
victim of the repression. This characterized the fall of Comrade 
Postyshev.” 

Clearly, then, when the great purges began, it became too dangerous 
to oppose Stalin. What Khrushchev did not say is that the present 
Kremlin rulers not only approved Stalin’s terroristic policies but 
actively pernatpeted in carrying them out. Moreover, they personally 
profited by doing so. 

Thus, Khrushchev owed his entire party career to Stalin with whom 
he was closely associated since 1930. During the thirties, he purged 
first the Moscow Communist Party organization whose First Secretary 
he became in 1934. Then Khrushchev purged the Ukraine whose chief 
he became after the arrest in 1938 of Stanislav V. Kossior, General 
Secretary of the Ukrainian Communist Party. He advanced rapidly 
in the party apparatus. In 1934 he was elected to the Central Com- 
mittee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. He became a 
candidate member of the Politburo in January 1938. After Khrush- 
chev’s successful purge of the Ukrainian Communist Party, the 
srateful Stalin promoted him in March 1939 to full member of the 

olitburo. During the war, he was one of the Politruks; in 1943, he 
became chairman of the Ukrainian Council of People’s Commissars. 
In the last years of Stalin’s life he was in charge of agricultural policy. 
At the 19th Congress, he was one of the main reporters. When Stalin 
died, Khrushchev was one of the 10 members of the Secretariat of the 
Central Committee. 

Now let us look at the record of Bulganin. He became Mayor of 
Moscow in 1931 and a Deputy Premier of the Soviet Union in 1938. 
He played a role in the war: first, as one of the political commissars 
appointed by Stalin to assure the loyalty of the Red Army; and later 
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as a member of the Council of Defense which directed the war. He 
became a member of the Politburo soon after World War II. He was 
Minister of Defense in 1947-49. At the 19th Congress, he was reelected 
to the Politburo (then called Presidium of the Central Committee). 
This is certainly not the career of a critic of Stalin! 

Another member of the present “collective leadership,” Malenkov 
was especially close to Stalin. In 1925, he was appointed personal 
secretary to Stalin. In March 1934, Stalin appointed him a member 
of the Orgburo and head of the personnel department. In that post, he 
played an active part in organizing the great purges. The 18th Con- 
gress of March 1939 elected him a member of the Central Committee 
which, in turn, appointed him one of its five secretaries. In February 
1941 he became a substitute member of the Politburo. In March 1946 
he became a full member. At the 19th Congress, he presented the main 
report and was elected member of the Central Committee, member of 
the Presidium, and member of the Secretariat of the Central Commit- 
tee. 

As far as the present head of State of the U. S. S. R., Klementi 
Vorshilov, is concerned, he was devoted to Stalin since the days of the 
Civil War. A member of the Central Committee since 1921 and of the 
Politburo since 1926, he was People’s Commissar for army affairs from 
1926 to 1940. From May 1940 on he was a deputy chairman of the 
Council of People’s Commissars, and from July 1941 a member of the 
five-man State Defense Committee. The 19th Congress reelected him 
as a Central Committee member. The latter appointed him a member 
of its Presidium. 

Finally, we should mention Molotov, one of Stalin’s real stalwarts. 
He worked closely with Stalin from 1920 until 1953. Elected to the 
Central Committee in 1921, he became a full member of the Politburo 
in 1926. As Premier of the Soviet Union since 1930, he helped to carry 
out Stalin’s ruthless compulsory collectivization and industrialization 
programs. In 1939, he became Foreign Minister. In that capacity, he 
concluded the Nazi-Soviet Pact on the eve of World War II. In 1941 
Stalin made him first Deputy Premier of the Soviet Union. At the 
time of Stalin’s death he was a member of the Central Committee and 
of its Presidium. 

These, then, are Stalin’s successors, his heirs who are at present 
ruling the Soviet Empire. As their political life histories show, they 
bear all responsibility for the criminal policies of which they now 
accuse Stalin in righteous indignation. They were right there when 
these policies were decided and carried out. Khrushchev lied when 
he maintained in his secret speech that they learned about the horrible 
acts of Stalin only after the death of the tyrant. They not only knew 
about these crimes but approved them. Without their support, these 
crimes could never have been committed. Soviet history of the last 
20 years proves that only those Communist leaders survived who 
cringed before Stalin, who were his staunchest backers, who were 
zealous and obedient executors of his orders and who flattered him in a 
most abject manner. 

Apparently, the ever mistrustful Stalin had, at the end, begun to 
suspect the loyalty of even his most eager henchmen. According to 
Khrushchev, Stalin considered Voroshilov an “English agent” and 
forbade him to attend Politburo sessions or to receive documents. 
Molotov and Mikoyan had also aroused Stalin’s displeasure. Bul- 
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ganin and Khrushchev lived in constant fear of arrest. In his secret 
speech, Khrushchev even went so far as to suggest that Stalin planned 
to “finish off” the members of the old Politburo and to replace them 
by less experienced persons “so that these would extol him in all sorts 
of ways.” 

Thus, from the point of view of Khrushchev and his colleagues, 
Stalin died at a very opportune moment. And it may even be pos- 
sible that they had a hand in hastening the arrival of that moment. 
Perhaps, in order to dispel any such notion, Khrushchev, at the end 
of his speech, praised Stalin for the “great services” he “doubtlessly” 
performed “to the party, to the working class, and to the international 
workers’ movement.” His were not “the deeds of a giddy despot. He 
considered that this should be done in the interest of the party, of 
the working masses, in the name of the defense of the revolution’s 
gains. In this lies the whole tragedy.” 

As Khrushchev had emphasized pathy, '-aare his entire speech, this 
“tragedy” concerns only the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 
Accordingly, he declared in conclusion that “we cannot let this matter 
get out of the Party, especially not to the press. It is for this reason 
that we are considering it here at a closed Congress session. Weshould 
know the limits: we should not give ammunition to the enemy; we 
should not wash our dirty linen before their eyes.” 

Fortunately, the wish and hope of the present Kremlin rulers to 
keep Stalin’s skeleton safely locked in the party’s closet, hidden in all 
its ugliness from the Russian ‘perl and the free world that is “the 
enemy,” were not fulfilled. The publication by the United States 
State Department of the text of Khrushchev’s secret speech made this 
document known to the non-Communist countries and even to parts of 
the Soviet orbit. Thereby, a new situation was created which forced 
Khrushchev, Bulganin, and Company to engage in a public debate 
= Stalin’s crimes and their own responsibilities in the horrors of the 

talin era. 


VII. Reso.tutrion of THE CENTRAL CommirTer or THE C. P. S. U. 
“On OvERCOMING THE PERSONALITY CULT AND Its CONSEQUENCES” 


As we already observed, Khrushchev attempted in his secret speech 
to explain Stalin’s misrule merely as the result of the “negative traits” 
of his character. In the light of this interpretation, Stalin could be 
an exceptional phenomenon of interest above all to a psychiatrist. 
He was an “individual,” and not a “social” case. Khrushchey and his 
colleagues would have us believe that Stalin’s crimes were not the 
product of the Communist regime but merely of a mentally disturbed 
pespanayy. Therefore, with Stalin’s death, this chapter of Soviet 

istory was closed. No recurrence of this “tragedy” was to be feared 
and his successors were not obliged to institute any structural reforms 
of the totalitarian system. 

However, this line of reasoning was too simple and too crude to be 
accepted even by a number of loyal rank-and-file Communists in the 
free countries—let alone by anti-Communists. Under the pressure 
of public opinion and due to protests and criticism among their own 
members, the leaderships of several Communist Parties on this side 
of the Iron Curtain issued statements in which they demanded of the 
Kremlin further explanations and above all a “Marxist” analysis of 
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the “objective” factors which led to Stalin’s one-man dictatorship. 
In some of those statements there was expressed some doubt whether 
the present Soviet rulers had done everything in their power to pre- 
vent Stalin from committing the brutalities denounced in Khru- 
shchev’s secret speech. The leader of the Italian Communist Party, 
Palmiro Togliatti, even hinted that some of the reasons for the “cult 
of the individual” might be found in a “degeneration” of Soviet so- 
ciety. 

in answer to these objections, the Central Committee of the Com- 
munist Party of the Soviet Union adopted on June 30, 1956, a reso- 
lution “on overcoming the personality cult and its consequences.” 
In this statement, the top functionaries of the C. P. S. U. again exam- 
ine the question of the origin and development of Stalin’s personal 
dictatorship. In this latest official Soviet document, however, the 
thesis presented in Khrushchev’s secret speech—the explanation that 
Stalin’s character was to blame for the “excesses” of his rule—plays 
only a minor role. Now, “historical circumstances” are said to be 
mainly responsible for the emergence and maintenance of the “cult of 
the individual.” 

First of all, we are told “capitalist encirclement” created conditions 
under which the Soviet Union existed like a “besieged fortress.” Even 
after the end of the civil war, it is asserted, “the enemies of the Soviet 
country continued to prepare new ‘crusades’ against the U. S. S. R. 
Enemies sent into the U. S$. S. R. a large number of spies and diversion- 
ists who tried in every way to undermine the first Socialist state in 
the world.” 

This assertion is, of course, not supported by facts. The twenties 
witnessed a marked improvement in the relations between the Soviet 
Union and the free countries. Yet, even at that time, the fairy tale 
about “spies and diversionists” served the Kremlin as a pretext for 
repressive measures. We need but consider the trials of 1928-81. 

According to the Central Committee resolution, “the threat of a new 
imperialist aggression against the U. S. S. R. became particularly 
intense after the advent to power of fascism in Germany in 1933 * * *.” 
What the Kremlin rulers do not say—but should have said in the 
interest of historical truth—is that the Communists helped the Nazis 
to establish their dictatorship, in the mistaken hope that the Hitler 
regime would be only another Kerensky episode and pave the road 
toward a Communist coup d’etat. 

Brazenly falsifying history, the Central Committee accuses the 
Western powers of having rejected repeated proposals of the Soviet 
Union to organize collective security against the Berlin-Tokyo Axis. 
Actually, Moscow refused to agree to any common defense prepara- 
tions with the West and preferred to make a deal with Nazi Gavinatiy 
in order to share in the spoils of World War II. 

According to the Central Committee resolution, the “intrigues of 
international reaction”—i. e., of the democracies and fascism, which 
are again, in accordance with one of Stalin’s favorite formulations, 
considered identical—were all the more dangerous because of the 
long-drawn-out, embittered struggle against the “Trotskyites, right- 
wing opportunists, and bourgeois nationalists”; that is, Stalin’s 
rivals: 

“This complicated national and international situation demanded 
iron discipline, ever-growing vigilance, and a most strict centraliza- 
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tion of leadership which inevitably had a negative effect on the de- 
velopment of certain democratic features. In the course of a fierce 
struggle against the whole world of imperialism, our country had to 
submit to certain restrictions of democracy, justified by the logic of 
the struggle of our people for socialism in circumstances of capitalist 
encirclement.” 

Thus do the Kremlin chieftains admit that the concentration of 
power in the hands of one man affected negatively even the limited 
extent of their so-called democracy. Significantly, we are not told 
what the “certain restrictions of democracy” were. As far as the 
substance of the argument of the Central Committee is concerned, we 
should like to point out two things: First, even in the most “compli- 
cated international situation”—that is, in World War I1—democracy 
was not restricted in the free countries; in spite of the fact that “iron 
discipline and ever-growing vigilance” were also demanded by their 
peoples “a most strict centralization of leadership” were not deemed 
necessary. Second, in his secret speech, Khrushchev had emphasized 
that Stalin’s “excesses” began at the very moment when the inner- 
party opposition had been defeated and were, therefore, not excusable. 
But in the Central Committee resolution the factional fight is referred 
to as a factor justifying Stalin’s personal dictatorship. Where is the 
logic? 

Continuing their explanation of the growth of the “personality 
cult,” the Communist Party leaders declare that, through his successes 
in the fight against the opposition and the “intrigues of capitalist 
encirclement,” Stalin acquired “great authority and popularity.” 
However, the resolution complains: “All our great victories began to 
be incorrectly connected with his name. The successes attained by 
the Communist Party and the Soviet country and the adulation of 
Stalin went to his head.” Actually, the alleged “popularity” of Stalin 
was artificially created—in no small measure by those who are his 
present accusers. It is they who worked overtime to praise and glorify 
him. 

Far from admitting this, the authors of the declaration state: 

“It cannot be said that there was no counteraction against the 
negative manifestations which were connected with the personality 
cut f>% 

What was this mysterious “counteraction?” We are not told. If 
there had really been any “counteraction,” Khrushchev, who cannot 
be accused of being too modest, would certainly have boasted about it 
in his secret speech. 

In a further attempt to whitewash the present Kremlin leaders, the 
resolution continues: 

“Moreover, there were certain periods, for instance during the war 
years, when the individual acts of Stalin were sharply restricted, 
when the negative consequences of lawlessness and arbitrariness were 
substantially diminished.” 

As examples, the document refers to “independent decisions” made 
by members of the Central Committee and also “outstanding Soviet 
war commanders” in their activities in the rear and at the front. 
Spanair, this is another move to enhance the prestige of Khrush- 
chev, Bulganin, and other Politruks as well as that of the army gen- 
erals. As far as such “independent decisions” were made, they con- 














20 NIKITA KHRUSHCHEV SPEECH FEBRUARY 25, 1956 


cerned only problems of military warfare. Khrushchev himself said 
as much in his secret speech. 

And what about the assertion that Stalin’s “individual acts” were 
“sharpely restricted” during the war? It should be recalled that 
Khrushchev enumerated at the 20th Congress quite a number of 
crimes committed by the late tyrant during the war—especially the 
mass deportations of national minorities. In addition, whatever 
lessening there was of the kind of terror prevalent in the thirties, 
it was because Stalin himself had recognized that his own regime was 
at stake and that it needed the wholehearted support of the entire 
Russian people in order to survive. Thus, the slogan of the “Great 
Patriotic War” was born. It was, of course, a fraud perpetrated on 
the Russian people. But Khrushchev and Company cannot claim 
credit even for this. That no real change had occurred, the resolu- 
tion admits when it states that “after victory the genie conse- 
quences of the cult of personality reemerged with great force.” 

Why did the same persons (the “Leninist core of the Central Com- 
mittee,” as Stalin’s successors now like to call themselves) who, dur- 
ing the war, allegedly “curbed” Stalin not oppose him after World 
War II? Their answer is: “This could not be done in the circum- 
stances which had arisen.” The circumstances were, we are told, that 
his name had become synonymous with the “success of Socialist con- 
struction and the consolidation of the U. S. S. R.” The resolution 
asserts that “any action against him in those conditions would not 
have been understood by the people, and this does not mean that there 
was a lack of personal courage involved. It is obvious that anyone 
who had acted in that situation against Stalin would not have received 
support from the people.” 

n other words, if “capitalist encirclement” is the first excuse given 
by the present ruling clique for not having resisted Stalin, the lat- 
ter’s “popularity” is their second alibi. Thus, only “foreign capi- 
talists” and the Russian people themselves—and not “lack of per- 
sonal courage’”—prevented Khrushchev, Bulganin, etc., from deposing 
their defunct master. 

The fable of Stalin’s “popularity” is just as much an invention of 
his heirs as is their bugaboo of “capitalist encirclement.” Due to the 
incredible sufferings which Stalin inflicted upon the Soviet peoples— 
sufferings caused by his entire domestic and foreign policies but still 
ignored by the present Kremlin hierarchy—he was not loved and re- 
spected, but hated and feared. In confirmation, one has only to point 
to the friendly attitude of the Soviet population toward the German 
armies in the first period of the Nazi invasion when they mistakenly 
believed them to be their liberators from totalitarian yoke; to the mass 
defections of Soviet officers and soldiers during World War II; and 
to the refusal of many thousands of Soviet war prisoners and dis- 
placed persons to return to the U. S. S. R. after the end of hostilities. 

As a final excuse for not having etepeet Stalin’s “lawlessness,” the 
party leaders advance the argument that “many facts and wrong ac- 
tions of Stalin, especially in regard to the violation of Soviet law, be- 
came known only in recent times after his death.” This assertion, too, 
is contradicted by facts. Actually, Stalin’s survivors participated 
eagerly in the “violation of Soviet law,” especially in the massive 
purges. 











NIKITA KHRUSHCHEV SPEECH FEBRUARY 25, 1956 21 


In the conclusion of this part of the resolution, it is categorically 
stated: “Such are the main conditions and causes which resulted in 
the emergence and currency of the personality cult of J. V. Stalin.” 

Obviously, the Kremlin leaders are disturbed by other interpre- 
tations of the origins of Stalin’s personal dictatorship—by an inter- 
pretation above all that seeks the roots of the “cult of the individual” 
in the Soviet system itself. Consequently, the resolution warns: 

“It would be * * * a serious mistake to deduce from the past exist- 
ence of the cult of personality some kind of changes in the social order 
in the U.S. 8S. R. or to look for the source of this cult in the nature of 
the Soviet social order.” 

In rejecting such deductions the party leadership maintains that 
the “personality cult of Stalin” did not dows the social order of the 
Soviet Union; even Stalin was not big enough to change the state.” 
There is some truth in that; after all, Stalin was an outcome, a logical 
result of Communist totalitarianism. However, this does not mean 
that the Communist regime did not become more intolerant, more in- 
tolerable, more inhuman under Stalin’s domination. The resolution 
itself admits this when it says that the “personality cult” did inflict 
“serious damage on the development of Socialist democratism.” 

The Kremlin rulers denounce as “slanderous assertions” of “ene- 
mies” the view that “the personality cult of Stalin was not engendered 
by finite historical conditions which have already sunk into the past 
but by the Soviet system itself.” In this connection, they roundly 
rebuke the Italian Communist leader Togliatti for having asked 
whether Soviet society had not reached “certain forms of degenera- 
tion.” But what they have to say in defense of the Soviet system, 
which they call a “truly democratic popular regime” as opposed to the 
“formal democracy” of the free countries, is the old Communist propa- 
ganda line as laid down by Lenin himself. This line has not become 
more convincing after the official Soviet revelations of Stalin’s “abuse 
of power.” 

ot willing to tolerate in the ranks of world communism even the 
mildest criticism of the Kremlin, the Central Committee of the 
C. P. S. U., at the end of its resolution, bluntly tells the various Com- 
munist parties that the new anti-Stalin policy does not mean more 
freedom for them from Moscow control. The Soviet leaders stress 
that, in spite of the dissolution of the Cominform, the Communist 
parties must continue their ties and cooperation among themselves 
and retain and strengthen their ideological unity. In other words, 
the foreign Communist parties are told that, just as in Stalin’s days, 
they have still to be completely subservient to Moscow and to follow 
obediently and in strict discipline the instructions and policies of 
the Kremlin. 

According to the resolution, this is all the more imperative because 
of the sinister machinations of “capitalist monopolies,” mainly 
“American monopolist capital.” In the best traditions of the pre- 
coexistence foreign policy of Moscow, the United States is accused 
of “activising” the cold war and of having organized the “antipeople’s 
demonstrations in Poznan,” the “foul provocation against the people’s 
authority in Poland.” 

Thus, just as the Central Committee resolution began by denounc- 
ing “monopolist capitalism” as the culprit chiefly responsible for 
Stalin’s misdeeds, it ends by exploiting the alleged danger of “im- 
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perialist reaction” in order to reassert and reinforce Moscow’s hold 
over the Communist parties abroad. And in this the Kremlin has, 
to date, been successful. The Communist parties have all dutifully 
approved the resolution and, thereby, the official Soviet version of 
the “cult of the personality.” 

In comparison with Khrushchev’s secret speech, the resolution of 
the Central Committee signifies a step backward in the anti-Stalin 
drive. In this resolution, Stalin’s “merits” are emphasized more than 
his crimes; his misrule is to a large extent excused as the inevitable 
consequence of “objective” factors and “historical circumstances.” At 
the same time, this “Marxist” analysis absolves Stalin’s successors, since 
they were, just as Stalin was, prisoners of a situation over which they 
had no control. Furthermore, the “finite historical conditions” hav- 
ing “already sunk into the past,” no repetition of the “cult of the 
personality” is to be anticipated. Consequently, any suspicion that 
the present “collective leadership” might develop into another one- 
man rule is unfounded. And last but not least, the Soviet system 
as such is acquitted. Therefore, according to the resolution, there 
is no need for any changes in the structure of the Soviet system. 

This new explanation of Stalin’s crimes is just as unconvincing 
as the one given by Khrushchev in his secret speech, namely that the 
“cult of the individual” was founded in Stalin’s psychopathic per- 
sonality. Neither argumentation furnishes an answer to the decisive 
question: Is there not something fundamentally wrong in a system 
which rears and fosters a monster like Stalin? This question will 
continue to haunt Moscow until the Russian people will answer it 
themselves by destroying the Communist regime. 








SPEECH OF FIRST PARTY SECRETARY N. S. KHRUSH- 
CHEV AT A SESSION OF THE XXTH PARTY CONGRESS 
OF THE COMMUNIST PARTY OF THE SOVIET UNION 
FEBRUARY 25, 1956 


(This session was limited in attendance to the delegates from 
the U. S. S. R.) 


Comrades! In the report of the Central Committee of the Party 
at the XXth Congress, in a number of speeches by delegates to the 
Congress, as also formerly during the P enary CC/CPSU sessions, 
quite a lot has been said about the cult of the individual and about its 
harmful consequences. 

After Stalin’s death the Central Committee of the Party began to 
implement a policy of explaining concisely and consistently that it 
is impermissible and foreign to the spirit of Marxism-Leninism to 
elevate one person, to transform him into superman possessing super- 
natural characteristics akin to those of a god. Such a man sup- 
te knows everything, sees everything, thinks for everyone, can 

o anything, is infallible in his behavior. 

Such a belief about a man, and specifically about Stalin, was cul- 
tivated among us for many years. 

The objective of the present report is not a thorough evaluation 
of Stalin’s life and activity. Concerning Stalin’s merits, an entirely 
sufficient number of books, pamphlets, and studies had already been 
written in his lifetime. The role of Stalin in the preparation and 
execution of the Socialist Revolution, in the Civil War, and in the 
fight for the construction of Socialism in our country is universally 
known, Everyone knows this well. At the present we are concerned 
with a question which has immense importance for the Party now 
and for the future (we are concerned) with how the cult of the 
person of Stalin has been gradually growing, the cult which became 
at a certain specific stage the source of a whole series of exceedingly 
serious and grave perversions of Party principles, of Party democracy, 
of revolutionary legality. 

Because of the fact that not all as yet realize fully the practical 
consequences resulting from the cult of the individual, the great harm 
caused by the violation of the principle of collective direction of the 
Party and because of the accumulation of immense and limitless power 
in the hands of one person—the Central Committee of the Party 
considers it absolutely necessary to make the material pertaining to 
this matter available to the X Xth Congress of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union. 

Allow me first of all to remind you how severely the classics of 
Marxism-Leninism denounced every manifestation of the cult of the 
individual. In a letter to the German political worker, Wilhelm 
Bloss, Marx stated : “From my antipathy to any cult of the individual, 
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I never made public during the existence of the International the 
numerous addresses from various countries which recognized my 
merits and which annoyed me. I did not even reply to them, except 
sometimes to rebuke their authors. Engels and I first joined the 
secret society of Communists on the condition that everything making 
for superstitious worship of authority would be deleted from its 
statute. Lassalle subsequently did quite the opposite.” 

Sometime later Engels wrote: “Both Marx and I have always been 
against any public manifestation with regard to individuals, with 
the exception of cases when it had an important purpose; and we most 
strongly opposed such manifestations which during our lifetime 
concerned us personally.” ‘ 

The great modesty of the genius of the revolution, Vladimir Ilyich 
Lenin, is known. Lenin had always stressed the role of the people 
as the creator of history, the directing and organizational role of the 
Party as a living and creative organism, and also the role of the 
Central Committee. 

Marxism does not negate the role of the leaders of the workers’ 
class in directing the revolutionary liberation movement. 

While ascribing great importance to the role of the leaders and 
organizers of the masses, Lenin at the same time mercilessly stigma- 
tized every manifestation of the cult of the individual, inexorably com- 
batted the foreign-to-Marxism views about a “hero” and a “crowd” 
and rae all efforts to oppose a “hero” to the masses and to the 

eople. 
hs Lenin taught that the Party’s strength depends on its indissoluble 
unity with the masses, on the fact that behind the Party follow the 
people—workers, peasants, and intelligentsia. “Only he will win and 
retain the power,” said Lenin, “who believes in the people, who sub- 
merges himself in the fountain of the living creativeness of the 
people.” 

Lenin spoke with pride about the Bolshevik Communist Party as 
the leader and teacher of the people; he called for the presentation of 
all the most important questions before the opinion of knowledgeable 
workers, before the opinion of their Party; he said: “We believe in 
it, we see in it the wisdom, the honor, and the conscience of our epoch.” 

Lenin resolutely stood against every attempt aimed at belittling or 
weakening the directing role of the Party in the structure of the 
Soviet State. He worked out Bolshevik principles of Party direc- 
tion and norms of Party life, stressing that the guiding principle of 
Party leadership is its collegiality. Already during the pre-revolu- 
tionary years Lenin called the Central Committee of the Party a col- 
lective of leaders and the guardian and interpreter of Party princi- 

les. “During the period between congresses,” pointed out Lenin, 
~~ Central Committee guards and interprets the principles of the 
arty. 

Underlining the role of the Central Committee of the Party and its 
authority, Vladimir Ilyich pointed out: “Our Central Committee 
constituted itself as a closely centralized and highly authoritative 
group * * *” 

During Lenin’s life the Central Committee of the Party was a real 
expression of collective leadership of the Party and of the nation. 
Being a militant Marxist-revolutionist, always unyielding in matters 
of principle, Lenin never imposed by force his views upon his co- 
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workers. He tried to convince; he patiently explained his opinions 
to others. Lenin always diligently mane that the norms of Party 
life were realized, that the Party statute was enforced, that the Part 
congresses and the plenary sessions of the Central Committee too 
place at the proper intervals. 

In addition to the great accomplishments of V. I. Lenin for the 
victory of the working class and of the working peasants, for the 
victory of our Party and for the application of the ideas of scientific 
Communism to life, his acute mind expressed itself also in this, that 
he detected in Stalin in time those negative characteristies which re- 
sulted later in grave consequences. Fearing the future fate of the 
Party and of the Soviet nation, V. I. Lenin made a completely correct 
characterization of Stalin, pointing out that it was necessary to con- 
sider, the question of transferring Stalin from the position of the 
Secretary General because of the fact that Stalin is excessively rude, 
that he does not have a proper attitude toward his comrades, that he 
is capricious and abuses his power. 

In December 1922 in a letter to the Party Congress Vladimir Ilyich 
wrote: “After taking over the position of Secretary General Comrade 
Stalin accumulated in his hands immeasurable power and I am not 
certain whether he will be always able to use this power with the 
required care.” 

This letter—a political document of tremendous importance, known 
in the Party history as Lenin’s “testament”—was distributed among 
the delegates to the XXth Party Congress. You have read it, and 
will undoubtedly read it again more than once. You might reflect 
on Lenin’s plain words, in which expression is given to Vladimir 
Ilyich’s anxiety concerning the Party, the people, the State, and the 
future direction of Party policy. 

Vladimir Llyich said: “Stalin is excessively rude, and this defect, 
which can be freely tolerated in our midst and in contacts among us 
Communists, becomes a defect which cannot be tolerated in one hold- 
ing the position of the Secretary General. Because of this, I pro- 
pose that the comrades consider the method by which Stalin would 
be removed from this position and by which another man would be 
selected for it, a man who, above all, would differ from Stalin in 
only one quality, namely, greater tolerance, greater loyalty, greater 
kindness and more considerate attitude toward the comrades, a less 
capricious temper, etc.” 

This document of Lenin’s was made known to the delegates at the 
XIIth Party Congress, who discussed the question of transferring 
Stalin from the position of Secretary General. The delegates de- 
clared themselves in favor of retaining Stalin in this post, hoping 
that he would heed the critical remarks of Vladimir Dyich and would 
be able to overcome the defects which caused Lenin serious anxiety. 

Comrade! The Party Congress should become ;acquainted with 
two new documents, which contirm Stalin’s character as already out- 
lined by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin in his “testament.” The documents 
are a letter from Nadezhda Konstantinovna Krupskaya to Kameney, 
who was at that time head of the Political Bureau, and a personal 
letter from Vladimir Llyich Lenin to Stalin. 

1. I will now read these documents : 

“Lev Borisovich ! 
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“Because of a short letter which I had written in words dictated to 
me by Vladimir Ilyich by permission of the doctors, Stalin allowed 
himself yesterday an unusually rude outburst directed at me. This 
is not my first day in the Party. During all these thirty years I 
have never heard from any comrade one word of rudeness. The busi- 
ness of the Party and of Lyich are not less dear to me than to Stalin. 
I need at present the maximum of self-control. What one can and 
what one cannot discuss with Ilyich—I know better than any doctor, 
because I know what makes him nervous and what does not, in any 
case I know better than Stalin. I am turning to you and to Grigory 
as to much closer comrades of V. I. and I beg you to protect me 
from rude interference with my private life and from vile invectives 
and threats. I have no doubt as to what will be the unanimous 
decision of the Control Commission, with which Stalin sees fit to 
threaten me; however, I have neither the strength nor the time to 
waste on this foolish quarrel. And I am a living person and my 
nerves are strained to the utmost. 

“N. KrupsKaya.” 


Nadezhda Konstantinovna wrote this letter on 23 December 1922. 
After two and a half months, in March 1923, Vladimir Ilyich Lenin 
sent Stalin the following letter : 

2. The Letter of V. I. “Lenin: 


“To Comrade Stalin: 
“Copies for: Kamenev and Zinoviev. 

“Dear Comrade Stalin : 

“You permitted yourself a rude summons of my wife to the tele- 
phone and a rude reprimand of her. Despite the fact that she told 
you that she agreed to forget what was said, nevertheless Zinoviev 
and Kamenev heard about it from her. I have no intention to forget 
so easily that which is being done against me, and I need not stress 
ros that I consider as directed against me that which is being done 

gainst my wife. I ask you, therefore, that you weigh « arefully 
Wither you are agreeable to retracting your words and apologizing 
or whether you prefer the severance of relations between us. [Com- 
motion in the hall. ] 

“Sincerely : 
LENIN. 

“5 March 1923.” 


Comrades: I will not comment on these documents. They speak 
eloquently for themselves. Since Stalin could behave in this manner 
during Lenin’s life, could thus behave toward Nadezhda Konstanti- 
novna Krupskaya, whom the Party knows well and values highly as 
a loyal friend of Lenin and as an active fighter for the cause of the 
Party since its creation—we can easily imagine how Stalin treated 
other people. These negative characteristics of his developed steadily 
and during the last years acquired an absolutely insufferable character. 

As later events have proven, Lenin’s anxiety was justified: in the 
first period after Lenin’s de: 1th Stalin still paid attention to his (i. e., 
Lenin’s) advice, but later he began to disregard the serious admonitions 
of Vladimir Hlyich. 

When we analyze the practice of Stalin in regard to the direction 
of the Party and of the country, when we pause to consider everything 
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which Stalin perpetrated, we must be convinced that Lenin’s fears 
were justified. The negative characteristics of Stalin, which, in Lenin’s 
time, were only incipient, transformed themselves during the last 
vears into a grave abuse of power by Stalin, which caused untold harm 
to our Party. 

We have to consider seriously and analyze correctly this matter 
in order that we may preclude any possibility of a repetition in any 
form whatever of what took place during the life of Stalin, who abso- 
lutely did not tolerate collegiality in leadership and in work, and who 
practiced brutal violence, not only toward everything which opposed 
fit but also toward that which seemed to his capricious and despotic 
character, contrary to his concepts. ; 

Stalin acted not through persuasion, explanation, and patient co- 
operation with people, but by imposing his concepts and demanding 
absolute submission to his opinion. Whoever opposed this concept or 
tried to prove his viewpoint, and the correctness of his position—was 
doomed to removal from the leading collective and to subsequent 
moral and physical annihilation. This was especially true during the 
period following the XVIIth Party Congress, when many prominent 
Party leaders and rank-and-file Party workers, honest and dedicated 
to the cause of Communism, fell victim to Stalin’s despotism. 

We must affirm that the Party had fought a serious fight against 
the Trotskyites, rightists and bourgeois nationalists, and that 1t dis- 
armed ideologically all the enemies of Leninism. This ideological 
fight was carried on successfully as a result of which the Party became 
strengthened and tempered. Here Stalin played a positive role. 

The Party led a great political ideological struggle against those in 
its own ranks who proposed anti-Leninist theses, who represented a 
political line hostile to the Party and to the cause of Socialism. This 
was a stubborn and a difficult fight but a necessary one, because the 
political line of both the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc and of the Buk- 
harinites led actually toward the restoration of capitalism and capitu- 
lation to the world bourgeoisie. Let us consider for a moment what 
would have happened if in 1928-1929 the political line of right devia- 
tion had prevailed among us, or orientation toward “cotton-dress in- 
dustrialization,” or toward the kulak, etc. We would not now have a 
powerful heavy industry, we would not have the Kolkhozes, we would 
find ourselves disarmed and weak in a capitalist encirclement. 

It. was for this reason that the Party led an inexorable ideological 
fight and explained to all Party members and to the non-Party masses 
the harm and the danger of the anti-Leninist proposals of the Trot- 
skyite opposition and the rightist opportunists. And this great work 
of explaining the Party line bore fruit; both the Trotskyites and the 
rightist opportunists were politically isolated; the overwhelming 
Party majority supported the Leninist line and the Party was able 
to awaken and organize the working masses to apply the Leninist 
Party line and to build Socialism. 

Worth noting is the fact that even during the progress of the 
furious ideological fight against the Trotskyites, the Zinovievites, the 
Bukharinites and others—extreme repressive measures were not used 
against them. The fight was on ideological grounds. But some years 
later when Socialism in our country was fundamentally constructed, 
when the exploiting classes were generally liquidated, when the Soviet 
social structure had radically changed, when the social basis for 
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political movements and groups hostile to the Party had violently con- 
tracted, when the ideological opponents of the Party were long since 
defeated politically—then the repression directed against them began. 

It was precisely during this period (1935-1937-1938) that the fre 
tice of mass repression through the government apparatus was born, 
first against the enemies of Leninism—Trotskyites, Zinovievites, Bu- 
kharinites, long since politically defeated by the Party, and subse- 
quently also against many honest Communists, against those Party 
cadres who had borne the heavy load of the Civil War and the first 
and most difficult years of industrialization and collectivization, who 
actively fought against the Trotskyites and the rightists for the Lenin- 
ist Party line. 

Stalin originated the concept “enemy of the people.” This term 
automatically rendered it unnecessary that the ideological errors of a 
man or men engaged in a controversy be proven; this term made pos- 
sible the usage of the most cruel repression, violating all norms of 
revolutionary legality, against anyone who in any way disagreed with 
Stalin, against those who were only suspected of hostile intent, against 
those who had bad reputations. This concept, “enemy of the people,” 
actually eliminated the possibility of any kind of ideological fight or 
the making of one’s views known on this or that issue, even those of 
a practical character. In the main, and in actuality, the only proof 
of guilt used, against all norms of current legal science, was the “con- 
fession” of the accused himself; and, as subsequent probing proved, 
“confessions” were acquired through physical pressures against the 
accused. 

This led to glaring violations of revolutionary legality, and to the 
fact that many entirely innocent persons, who in the past had defended 
the Party line, became victims. 

We must assert that, in regard to those persons who in their time had 
opposed the Party line, there were often no sufficiently serious reasons 
for their physical annihilation. The formula, “enemy of the people” 
was specifically introduced for the purpose of physically annihilating 
such individuals. 

It is a fact that many persons, who were later annihilated as enemies 
of the Party [were] people had worked with Lenin during his life. 
Some of these persons had made errors during Lenin’s life, but, despite 
this, Lenin benefited by their work, he corrected them and he did 
everything possible to retain them in the ranks of the Party; he 
induced them to follow him. 

In this connection the delegates to the Party Congress should fa- 
miliarize themselves with an unpublished note by V. I. Lenin directed 
to the Central Committee’s Political Bureau in October 1920. Out- 
lining the duties of the Control Commission, Lenin wrote that the 
Commission should be transformed into a real “organ of Party and 
proletarian conscience.” 

“Asa special duty of the Control Commission there is recommended 
a deep, individualized relationship with, and sometimes even a type of 
therapy for, the representatives of the so-called opposition—those who 
have experienced a psychological crisis because of failure in their 
Soviet or Party career. An effort should be made to quiet them, to 
explain the matter to them in a way used among comrades, to find for 
them (avoiding the method of issuing orders) a task for which they are 
psychologically fitted. Advice and rules relating to this matter are 
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to be formulated by the Central Committee’s Organizational Bureau, 
etc.’ 

Everyone knows how irreconcilable Lenin was with the ideological 
enemies of Marxism, with those who deviated from the correct Party 
line. At the same time, however, Lenin, as is evident from the given 
document, in his practice of directing the Party demanded the most 
intimate Party contact with people who had shown indecision or tem- 
porary nonconformity with the Party line, but whom it was possible 
to return to the party path. Lenin advised that such people should be 
patiently educated without the application of extreme methods. 

Lenin’s wisdom in dealing with people was evident in his work with 
cadres, 

An entirely different relationship with people characterized Stalin. 
Lenin’s traits—patient work with people; stubborn and painstaking 
education of them; the ability to induce people to follow him without 
using compulsion, but rather through the ideological influence on them 
of the whole collective—were entirely foreign to Stalin. He (Stalin) 
discarded the Leninist method of convincing and educating; he aban- 
doned the method of ideological struggle for that of administrative 
violence, mass repressions, and terror. He acted on an increasingly 
larger scale and more stubbornly through punitive organs, at the same 
time often violating all existing norms of morality and of Soviet laws. 

Arbitrary behavior by one person encouraged and permitted arbi- 
trariness in others. Mass arrests and deportations of many thousands 
of people, execution without trial and without normal investigation 
created conditions of insecurity, fear, and even desperation. 

This, of course, did not contribute toward unity of the Party ranks 
and of all strata of working people, but on the contrary brought about 
annihilation and the expulsion from the Party of workers who were 
loyal but inconvenient to Stalin. 

Our Party fought for the implementation of Lenin’s plans for the 
construction of Socialism. This was an ideological fight. Had Lenin- 
ist principles been observed during the course of this fight, had the 
Party’s devotion to principles been skillfully combined with a keen 
and solicitous concern for people, had they not been repelled and 
wasted but rather drawn to our side—we certainly would not have had 
such a brutal violation of revolutionary legality and many thousands 
of people would not have fallen victim of the method of terror. Extra- 
ordinary methods would then have been resorted to only against those 
people who had in fact committed criminal acts against the Soviet 
system. 

Let us recall some historical facts. 

In the days before the October Revolution two members of the Cen- 
tral Committee of the Bolshevik Party—Kamenev and Zinoviev—de- 
clared themselves against Lenin’s plan for an armed uprising. In 
addition, on 18 October they published in the Menshevik newspaper, 
Novaya Zhizn, a statement declaring that the Bolsheviks were making 
preparations for an uprising and that they considered it adventuristic. 
Kamenev and Zinoviev thus disclosed to the enemy the decision 
of the Central Committee to stage the uprising, and that the uprising 
had been organized to take place within the very near future. 

This was treason against the Party and against the revolution. In 
this connection, V. I. Lenin wrote: ““Kamenev and Zinoviev revealed 
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the decision of the Central Committee of their Party on the armed up- 
rising to Rodzyanko and Kerensky. * * *” He put before the Central 
Committee the question of Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s expulsion from 
the Party. 

However, after the Great Socialist October Revolution, as is known, 
Zinoviev and Kamenev were given leading positions. Lenin put them 
in positions in which they carried out most responsible Party tasks and 
participated actively in the work of the leading Party and Soviet or- 
gans. It is known that Zinoviev and Kamenev committed a number 
of other serious errors during Lenin’s life. In his “testament” Lenin 
warned that “Zinoviev’s and Kamenev’s October episode was of course 
not an accident.” But Lenin did not pose the question of their arrest 
and certainly not their shooting. 

Or let us take the example of the Trotskyites. At present, after a 
sufiiciently long historical period, we can speak about the fight with 
the Trotskyites with complete calm and can analyze this matter with 
sufficient objectivity. After all, around Trotsky were people whose 
origin cannot by any means be traced to bourgeois society. Part of 
them belonged to the Party intelligentsia and a certain part were re- 
cruited from among the workers. We can name many individuals who 
in their time joined the Trotskyites; however, these same individuals 
took an active part in the edeknest movement before the revolution, 
during the Socialist October Revolution itself, and also in the con- 
solidation of the victory of this greatest of revolutions. Many of them 
broke with Trotskyism and returned to Leninist positions. Was it 
necessary to annihilate such people? We are deeply convinced that 
had Lenin lived, such an extreme method would not have been used 
against many of them. 

Such are only a few historical facts. But can it be said that Lenin 
did not decide to use even the most severe means against enemies of the 
revolution when this was actually necessary? No, no one can say this. 
Vladimir Ilyich demanded uncompromising dealings with the enemies 
of the revolution and of the working class and when necessary re- 
sorted ruthlessly to such methods. You will recall only V. 1. Lenin’s 
fight with the Socialist Revolutionary organizers of the anti-Soviet 
uprising, with the counter-revolutionary kulaks in 1918 and with 
others, when Lenin without hesitation used the most extreme methods 
against the enemies. Lenin used such methods, however, only against 
actual class enemies and not against those who blunder, who err, and 
whom it was possible to lead through ideological influence, and even 
retain in the leadership. 

Lenin used severe methods only in the most necessary cases, when the 
exploiting classes were still in existence and were vigorously oppos- 
ing the revolution, when the struggle for survival was decidedly as- 
suming the sharpest forms, even including a civil war. 

Stalin, on the other hand, used extreme methods and mass repres- 
sions at a time when the revolution was already victorious, when the 
Soviet state was strengthened, when the exploiting classes were already 
liquidated and Socialist relations were rooted solidly in all phases of 
national economy, when our Party was politically consolidated and 
had strengthened itself both numerically and ideologically. It is clear 
that here Stalin showed in a whole series of cases his intolerance, his 
brutality and his abuse of power. Instead of proving his political cor- 
rectness and mobilizing the masses, he often chose the path of repres- 
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sion and physical annihilation, not only against actual enemies, but 
also against individuals who had not committed any crimes against the 
Party and the Soviet government. Here we see no wisdom but only a 
demonstration of the brutal force which had once so alarmed Y. I. 
Lenin. 

Lately, especially after the unmasking of the Beria gang, the Cen- 
tral Committee looked into a series of matters fabricated by this gang. 
This revealed a very ugly picture of brutal willfulness connected with 
the incorrect behavior of Stalin. As facts prove, Stalin, using his 
unlimited power, allowed himself many abuses, acting in the name of 
the Central Committee, not asking for the opinion of the Committee 
members nor even of the members of the Central Committee’s Political 
Bureau; often he did not inform them about his personal decisions 
concerning very important Party and government matters. 

Considering the question of the cult of an individual we must first 
of all show everyone what harm this caused to the interests of our 
Party. 

Vladimir Ilyich Lenin had always stressed the Party’s role and sig- 
nificance in the direction of the Socialist government of workers and 
peasants; he saw in this the chief precondition for a successful build- 
ing of Socialism in our country. Pointing to the great responsibility 
of the Bolshevik Party, as a ruling party in the Soviet State, Lenin 
called for the most meticulous observance of all norms of Party life; 
he called for the realization of the principles of collegiality in the 
direction of the Party and the State. 

Collegiality of leadership flows from the very nature of our Party, a 
party built on the principles of democratic centralism. “This means,” 
said Lenin, “that all Party matters are accomplished by all Party 
members—directly or through representatives—who without any ex- 
ceptions are subject to the same rules; in addition, all administrative 
members, all directing collegia, all holders of Party positions are elec- 
tive, they must account for their activities and are recallable.” 

It is known that Lenin himself offered an example of the most careful 
observance of these principles. There was no matter so important 
that Lenin himself decided it without asking for advice and approval 
of the majority of the Central Committee members or of the members 
of the Central Committee’s political Bureau. 

In the most difficult period for our Party and our country, Lenin 
considered it necessary regularly to convoke congresses, Party con- 
ferences, and plenary sessions of the Central Committee at which all 
the most important questions were discussed and where resolutions, 
carefully worked out by the collective of leaders, were approved. 

We can recall, for an example, the year 1918 when the country was 
threatened by the attack of the imperialistic interventionists. In this 
situation the VIIth Party Congress was convened in order to discuss a 
vitally important matter which could not be postponed—the matter of 
peace. In 1919, while the Civil War was raging, the VIIIth Party 
Congress convened, which adopted a new Party program, decided such 
important matters as the relationship with the peasant masses, the 
organization of the Red Army, the leading role of the Party in the 
work of the Soviets, the correction of the social composition of the 
Party, and other matters. In 1920 the [Xth Party Congress was con- 
vened, which laid down guiding principles pertaining to the Party’s 
work in the sphere of economic construction. In 1921, the Xth Party 
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Congress accepted Lenin’s New Economic Policy and the historical 
resolution called, “About Party Unity.” 

During Lenin’s life, Party Congresses were convened regularly ; al- 
ways, when a radical turn in the development of the Party and the 
country took place, Lenin considered it absolutely necessary that the 
Party discuss at length all the basic matters pertaining to internal and 
foreign policy and to questions bearing on the development of Party 
and government. 

It is very characteristic that Lenin addressed to the Party Con- 

gress, as the highest Party organ, his last articles, letters, and remarks. 
During the period between congresses the Central Committee of the 
Party, acting as the most author itative leading collective, meticulously 
observed the } principles of the Party and carried out its policy. 

So it was during Lenin’s life. 

Were our sae holy Leninist principles observed after the death 
of Vladimir Tyich? 

Whereas during the first few years after Lenin’s death, Party Con- 
gresses and C entral Committee plenums took place more or less regu- 
larly, later, when Stalin began increasingly to abuse his power, these 
principles were brutally violated. This was especially evident during 
the last 15 years of his life. Was it a normal situation when over 13 
years elapsed between the XVIIIth and XIXth Party Congresses, 
years during which our Party and our country had experienced so 

many important events? These events demanded categorically that 
the Party should have passed resolutions pertaining to the country’s 
defense during the Patriotic War and to peacetime construction after 
the war. Even after the end of the war, a Congress was not convened 
for over 7 years. 

Central Committee plenums were hardly ever called. It should be 
sufficient to mention that during all the years of the Patriotic War 
not a single Central Committee plenum took place. It is true that 
there was an attempt to call a Central Committee plenum in October 
1941, when Central Committee members from the whole country were 

called to Moscow. They waited two days for the opening of the 
plenum, but in vain. Stalin did not even want to meet and to talk 
to the Central Committee members. This fact shows how demoralized 
Stalin was in the first months of the war and how haughtily and dis- 
dainfully he treated the Central Committee members. 

In practice Stalin ignored the norms of Party life and trampled 
on the Leninist principle of collective Party leadership. 

Stalin’s wilfulness vis-a-vis the Party and its Central Committee 
became fully evident after the XVIIth Party Congress which took 
place in 1934. 

Having at its disposal numerous data showing brutal willfulness 
toward Party cadres, the Central Committee had created a Party 
Commission under the control of the Central Committee Presidio: 
it was charged with investigating what made possible the mass re- 
pressions ¢ against the majority of the Central Committee members and 
candidates elected at the XVIIth Congress of the All-Union Com- 
munist Party (Bolsheviks). 

The Commission has become acquainted with a large quantity of 
materials in the NK VD archives and with other documents and has 
established many facts pertaining to the fabrication of cases against 
Communists, to false accusations, to glaring abuses of Socialist Tegal- 
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ity—which resulted in the death of innocent people. It became ap- 
parent that many Party, Soviet and economic activists, who were 
branded in 1937—1938 as “enemies,” were actually never enemies, spies, 
wreckers, etc., but were always honest Communists; they were only so 
stigmatized and often, no longer able to bear barbaric tortures, they 
charged themselves (at the order of the investigative judges—falsi- 
fiers) with all kinds of grave and unlikely crimes. The Commission 
has presented to the Central Committee Presidium lengthy and docu- 
mented materials pertaining to mass repressions against the delegates 
to the XVIIth Party Congress and against members of the Central 
Committee elected at that Congress. These materials have been studied 
by the Presidium of the Central Committee. 

It was determined that of the 139 members and candidates of the 
Party’s Central Committee who were elected at the X VIIth Congress, 
98 persons, i. e., 70 percent, were arrested and shot (mostly in 1937— 
1938). [Indignation in the hall.] 

What was the composition of the delegates to the X VIIth Congress? 
It is known that eighty percent of the voting participants of the 
XVIIth Congress joined the Party during the years of conspiracy 
before the Revolution and during the Civil War; this means before 
1921. By social origin the basic mass of the delegates to the Congress 
were workers (60 percent of the voting members). 

For this reason, it was inconceivable that a Congress so composed 
would have elected a Central Committee, a majority of whom would 
prove to be enemies of the Party. The only reason why 70 percent of 
Central Committee members and candidates elected at the XVIIth 
Congress were branded as enemies of the Party and of the people was 
because honest Communists were slandered, accusations against them 
were fabricated, and revolutionary legality was gravely undermined. 

The same fate met not only the Central Committee members but 
also the majority of the delegates to the XVIIth Party Congress. Of 
1,966 delegates with either voting or advisory rights, 1, 108 persons 
were arrested on charges of anti-revolutionary crimes, i. e., decidedly 
more than a majority. This very fact shows how absurd, wild and 
contrary to common sense were the charges of counter-revolutionary 
crimes made out, as we now see, against a majority of participants at 
the XVJIth Party Congress. [Indignation in the hall.] 

We should recall that the XVIIth Party Congress is historically 
known as the Congress of Victors. Delegates to the Congress were 
active participants in the building of our Socialist State; many of them 
suffered and fought for Party interests during the pre-revolutionary 
years in the conspiracy and at the Civil War fronts; they fought their 
enemies valiantly and often nervelessly looked into the face of death. 
How then can we believe that such people could prove to be “two- 
faced” and had joined the camps of the enemies of Socialism during 
the era after the political liquidation of Zinovievites, Trotskyites and 
rightists and after the great accomplishments of Socialist construe- 
tion ? 

This was the result of the abuse of power by Stalin, who began to 
use mass terror against the Party cadres. 

What is the reason that mass repressions against activists increased 
more and more after the XVIIth Party Congress? It was because 
at, that time Stalin had so elevated himself above the Party and above 
the nation that he ceased to consider either the Central Committee or 
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the Party. While he still reckoned with the opinion of the collective 
before the XVIIth Congress, after the complete political liquidation 
of the Trotskyites, Zinovievites and Bukharinites, when as a result 
of that fight and Socialist victories the Party achieved unity, Stalin 
ceased to an ever greater degree to consider the members of the Party’s 
Central Committee and even the members of the Political Bureau. 
Stalin thought that now he could decide all things alone and all he 
needed were statisticians; he treated all others in such a way that they 
could only listen to and praise him. 

After the criminal murder of S. M. Kirov, mass repressions and 
brutal acts of violation of socialist legality began. On the evening of 
1 December 1934 on Stalin’s initiative (without the approval of the 
Political Bureau—which was passed two days later, casually) the 
secretary of the Presidium of the Central Executive Committee, Yenu- 
kidze, signed the following directive: 

“I. Investigative agencies are directed to speed up the cases of 
those accused of the preparation or execution of acts of terror. 

“II. Judicial organs are directed not to hold up the execution of 
death sentences pertaining to crimes of this category in order to 
consider the possibility of pardon, because the Presidium of the Cen- 
tral Executive Committee USSR does not consider as possible the 
receiving of petitions of this sort. 

“TII. The organs of the Commissariat of Internal Affairs are di- 
rected to execute the death sentences against criminals of the above- 
mentioned category immediately after the passage of sentences.” 

This directive became the basis for mass acts of abuse against 
Socialist legality. During many of the fabricated court cases the 
accused were charged with “the preparation” of terroristic acts; this 
deprived them of any possibility that their cases might be reexamined, 
even when they stated before the court that their “confessions” were 
secured by force, and when, in a convincing manner, they disproved the 
accusations against them. 

It must be asserted that to this day the circumstances surrounding 
Kirov’s murder hide many things which are inexplicable and mys- 
terious and demand a most careful examination. There are reasons 
for the suspicion that the killer of Kirov, Nikolayev, was assisted by 
someone from among the people whose duty it was to protect the person 
of Kirov. A month and a half before the killing, Nikolayev was ar- 
rested on the grounds of suspicious behavior, but he was released and 
not even searched. It is an unusually suspicious circumstance that. 
when the Chekist assigned to protect Kirov was being brought for an 
interrogation, on 2 December 1934, he was killed in a car “accident” 
in which no other occupants of the car were harmed. After the murder 
of Kirov, top functionaries of the Leningrad NK VD were given very 
light sentences, but in 1937 they were shot. We can assume that they 
were shot in order to cover the traces of the organizers of Kirov’s 
killing. [Movement in the hall. ] 

Mass repressions grew tremendously from the end of 1936 after 
a telegram from Stalin and Zhdanov, dated from Sochi on 25 Sep- 
tember 1936, was addressed to Kaganovich, Molotov, and other mem- 
bers of the Political Bureau. The content of the telegram was as 
follows: 

“We deem it absolutely necessary and urgent that Comrade Yezhov 
be nominated to the post of People’s Commissar for Internal Affairs. 
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Yagoda has definitely proved himself to be incapable of unmasking 
the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc. The OGPU is 4 years behind in 
this matter. This is noted by all Party workers and by the majority 
of the representatives of the NK VD.” Strictly speaking we should 
stress that Stalin did not meet with and therefore could not know the 
opinion of party workers. 

This Stalinist formulation that the “NK VD (term used interchange- 
ably with ‘OGPU’)' is 4 years behind” in applying mass repression 
and that there is a necessity for “catching up” with the neglected 
work directly pushed the NK VD workers on the path of mass arrests 
and executions. 

We should state that this formulation was also forced on the Feb- 
ruary-March plenary session of the Central Committee of the All- 
Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) in 1937. The plenary resolu- 
tion approved it on the basis of Yezhov’s report, “Lessons flowing 
from the harmful activity, diversion and espionage of the Japanese- 
German-Trotskyite agents,” stating: 

“The Plenum of the Central Committee of the All-Union Com- 
munist Party (Bolsheviks) considers that all facts revealed during 
the investigation into the matter of an anti-Soviet Trotskyite center 
and of its followers in the provinces show that the People’s Com- 
missariat of Internal Affairs has fallen behind at least 4 years in 
the attempt to unmask these most inexorable enemies of the people.” 

The mass repressions at this time were made under the slogan of 
a fight against the Trotskyites. Did the Trotskyites at this time 
actually constitute such a danger to our Party and to the Soviet 
State? We should recall that in 1927 on the eve of the X Vth Party 
Congress only some 4,000 votes were cast for the Trotskyite-Zino- 
vievite opposition, while there were 724,000 for the Party line. Dur- 
ing the 10 years which passed between the X Vth Party Congress and 
the February-March Central Committee Plenum Tritekiien! was com- 
pletely disarmed; many former Trotskyites had changed their former 
views and worked in the various sectors building Socialism. It is 
clear that in the situation of Socialist victory there was no basis for 
mass terror in the country. 

Stalin’s report at the February-March Central Committee Plenum 
in 1937, ifaAencibe of Party work and methods for the liquidation 
of the Trotskyites and of other two-facers,” contained an attempt at 
theoretical justification of the mass terror policy under the pretext 
that as we march forward toward Socialism class war must allegedly 
sharpen. Stalin asserted that both history and Lenin taught him this. 

Actually Lenin taught that the application of revolutionary violence 
is necessitated by the resistance of the exploiting classes, and this 
referred to the era when the exploiting classes existed and were 
powerful. As soon as the nation’s political situation had improved, 
when in January 1920, the Red Army took Rostov and thus won 
a most important victory over Denikin, Lenin instructed Dzher- 
zhinsky to stop mass terror and to abolish the death penalty. Lenin 
justified this important political move of the Soviet State in the fol- 
lowing manner in his report at the session of the All-Union Central 
Executive Committee on 2 February 1920: 

“We were forced to use terror because of the terror practiced by the 
Entente, when strong world powers threw their hordes against-us, not 


1The content of this parenthesis is an editorial note of the translator. 








36 NIKITA KHRUSHCHEV SPEECH FEBRUARY 25, 1956 


avoiding any type of conduct. We would not have lasted two days had 
we not answered these attempts of officers and White Guardists in a 
merciless fashion; this meant the use of terror, but this was forced 
upon us by the terrorist methods of the Entente. 

“But as soon as we attained a decisive victory, even before the end 
of the war, immediately after taking Rostov, we gave up the use of the 
death penalty and thus proved that we intend to execute our own pro- 
gram in the manner that we promised. We say that the application 
of violence flows out of the decision to smother the exploiters, the big 
landowners, and the capitalists; as soon as this was accomplished we 
gave up the use of all extraordinary methods. We have proved this in 
practice.” 

Stalin deviated from these clear and plain precepts of Lenin. Stalin 
put the Party and the NK VD up to the use of mass terror when the 
exploiting classes had been liquidated in our country and when there 
were no serious reasons for the use of extraordinary mass terror. 

This terror was actually directed not at the remnants of the defeated 
exploiting classes but against the honest workers of the Party and of 
the Soviet State; against them were made lying, slanderous, and absurd 
accusations concerning “two-facedness,” “espionage,” “sabotage,” prep- 
aration of fictitious “plots,” ete. 

At the February-March Central Committee Plenum in 1937 many 
iunembers actually questioned the rightness of the established course 
regarding mass repressions under the pretext of combating “two- 
facedness.” 

Comrade Postyshev most ably expressed these doubts. He said: 

“T have philosophized that the severe years of fighting have passed, 
Party members who have lost their backbones have broken down or 
have joined the camp of the enemy; healthy elements have fought for 
the Party. These were the years of industrialization and collectiviza- 
tion. I never thought it possible that after this severe era had passed 
Karpov and people like him would find themselves in the camp of 
the enemy. (Karpov was a worker in the Ukrainian Central Com- 
mittee whom Postyshev knew well.) And now, according to the testi- 
mony, it appears that Karpov was recruited in 1934 by the Trotskyites. 
I personally do not believe that in 1934 an honest Party member who 
had trod the long road of unrelenting fight against enemies for the 
Party and for Socialism, would now be in the camp of the enemies. 
I do not believe it * * * I cannot imagine how it would be possible 
to travel with the Party during the difficult years and then, in 1934, 
join the Trotskyites. It is an odd thing * * *.” [Movement in the 
hall. | 

Using Stalin’s formulation, namely that the closer we are to 
Socialism the more enemies we will have, and using the resolution of 
the February-March Central Committee Plenum passed on the basis 
of Yezhov’s report—the provocateurs who had infiltrated the state 
security organs together with conscienceless careerists began to protect 
with the Party name the mass terror against Party cadres, cadres 
of the Soviet State and the ordinary Soviet citizens. It should 
suffice to say that the number of arrests based on charges of counter- 
revolutionary crimes had grown ten times between 1936 and 1937. 

It. is known that brutal wilfulness was practiced against leading 
Party workers. The Party Statute, approved at the XVIIth Party 
Congress, was based on Leninist principles expressed at the Xth Party 
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Congress. It stated that in order to apply an extreme method such 
as exclusion from the Party against a Central Committee member, 
against a Central Committee candidate, and against a member of the 
Party Control Commission, “it is necessary to call a Central Com- 
mittee Plenum and to invite to the Plenum all Central Committee 
candidate members and all members of the Party Control Commis- 
sion”; only if two-thirds of the members of such a general assembly 
of responsible Party leaders find it necessary, only then can a Central 
Committee member or candidate be expelled. 

The majority of the Central Committee members and candidates 
elected at the XVIIth Congress and arrested in 1937-1938 were ex- 
pelled from the Party illegally through the brutal abuse of the Party 
Statute, because the question of their expulsion was never studied at 
the Central Committee Plenum. 

Now when the cases of some of these so-called “spies” and “sabo- 
teurs” were examined it was found that all their cases were fabricated. 
Confessions of guilt of many arrested and charged with enemy activ- 
ity were gained with the help of cruel and inhuman tortures. 

At the same time Stalin, as we have been informed by members of 
the Political Bureau of that time, did not show them the statements 
of many accused political activists when they retracted their confes- 
sions before the military tribunal and asked for an objective exami- 
nation of their cases. There were many such declarations, and Stalin 
doubtlessly knew of them. 

The Central Committee considers it absolutely necessary to inform 
the Congress of many such fabricated “cases” against the members 
of the Party’s Central Committee elected at the XVIIth Party Con- 
gress. 

An example of vile provocation, of odious falsification and of crim- 
inal violation of revolutionary jegality is the case of the former candi- 
date for the Central Committee Political Bureau, one of the most 
eminent workers of the Party and of the Soviet government, Comrade 
Eikhe, who was a Party member since 1905. [Commotion in the hall. ] 

Comrade Eikhe was arrested on 29 April 1938 on the basis of slan- 
derous materials, without the sanction of the Prosecutor of the 
U.S. S. R., which was finally received 15 months after the arrest. 

Investigation of Eikhe’s case was made in a manner which most 
brutally violated Soviet legality and was accompanied by wilfulness 
and falsification. 

Eikhe was forced under torture to sign ahead of time a protocol of 
his confession prepared by the investigative judges, in which he and 
several other eminent Party workers were accused of anti-Soviet activ- 


ity. 

On 1 October 1939 Eikhe sent his declaration to Stalin in which he 
categorically denied his guilt and asked for an examination of his case. 
In the declaration he wrote: 

“There is no more bitter misery than to sit in the jail of a government 
for which I have always fought.” 

A second declaration of Eikhe has been preserved which he sent 
to Stalin on 27 October 1939; in it he cited facts very convincingly and 
countered the slanderous accusations made against him, arguing that 
this provocatory accusation was on the one hand the work of real 
Trotskyites whose arrests he had sanctioned as First Secretary of the 
West Siberian Krai Party Committee and who conspired in order to 
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take revenge on. him, and on the other hand, the result of the base 
falsification of materials by the investigative judges. 

Eikhe wrote in his declaration: “* * * On 25 October of this year 
I was informed that the investigation in my case has been concluded 
and I was given access to the materials of this investigation. Had I 
been guilty of only one-hundredth of the crimes with which I am 
charged, 1 would not have dared to send you this preexecution decla- 
ration; however, I have not been guilty of even one of the things with 
which I am charged and my heart is clean of even the shadow of base- 
ness, I have never in my life told you a word of falsehood and now, 
finding my two feet in the grave, I am also not lying. My whole case 
is. a typical example of provocation, slander, and violation of the 
elementary basis of revolutionary legality. * * * 

“* * * ‘The confessions which were an, part of my file are not only 
absurd but contain some slander toward the Central Committee of the 
All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and toward the Council of 
People’s Commissars because correct resolutions of the Central Com- 
mittee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) and of the 
Council of People’s Commissars which were not made on my initiative 
and without my participation are presented as hostile acts of counter- 
revolutionary organizations made at my suggestion. * * * 

“I am now alluding to the most disgraceful part of my life and to 
my really grave guilt against the Party and against you. This is 
my confession of counterrevolutionary activity * * *. The case is as 
follows; not being able to suffer the tortures to which I was submitted 
by Ushakov and Nikolayev—and especially by the first one—who 
utilized the knowledge that my broken ribs have not properly mended 
and have caused me great pain—I have been forced to accuse myself 
and others. 

“The majority of my confession has been suggested or dictated by 
Ushakoy, and the remainder is my reconstruction of NKVD ma- 
terials from western Siberia for which I assumed all responsibility. 
If some part of the story which Ushakov fabricated and which I 
signed did not properly hang together, I was forced to sign another 
variation.. The same thing was done to Rukhimovich, who was at 
first designated as a member of the reservé net and whose name later 
was removed without telling me anything about it; the same was also 
done with the leader of the reserve net, supposedly created by Buk- 
harin in 1935. At first I wrote my name in, «nd then I was instructed 
to insert Mezhlauk, There were other similar incidents. 

“* * * T am asking and begging you that you again examine my 
case and this is not or the purpose of sparing me but in order to 
unmask the vile provocation which like a snake wound itself around 
many persons in a great degree due to my meanness and criminal 
slander... I have never betrayed you or the Party. I know that I 
perish because of vile and mean work of the enemies of the Party 
and of the people, who fabricated the provocation against me.” 

It would appear that such an important declaration was worth an 
examination by the Central Committee. This, however, was not done 
and the declaration was transmitted to Beria while the terrible mal- 
eotaaant of the Political Bureau candidate, Comrade Eikhe, con- 
tinued. 





| 
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On 2 February i940 Eikhe was brought before the court. Here he 
did not confess any guilt and said as follows: 

“In all the Bo-talled! confessions of mine there is not one letter 
written by me with the exception of my signatures under the protocols 
which were forced from me. I have made my confession under pres- 
sure from the investigative judge who from the time of my arrest 
tormented me. After that I began to write all this nonsense * * *. 
The most important thing for me is to tell the court, the Party, and 
Stalin, that I am not guilty. I have never been guilty of any con- 
spiracy. I will die believing in the truth of Party policy as I have 
believed in it during my whites life.” 

On 4 February Eikhe was shot. [Indignation in the hall.] It has 
been definitely established now that Eikhe’s case was fabricated; he 
has been bothumibtialy rehabilitated. 

Comrade Rudzutak, candidate member of the Political Bureau, 
member of the Party since 1905, who spent 10 years in a Czarist hard 
labor camp, completely retracted in court the confession which was 
forced from him. The protocol of the session of the Collegium of 
the Supreme Military Court contains the following statement by 
Rudzutak : 

“* * * The only plea which he places before the court is that the 
Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) 
be informed that there is in the NK VD an as yet not liquidated center 
which is craftily manufacturing cases, which forces innocent persons 
to confess; there is no opportunity to prove one’s nonparticipation in 
crimes to which the confessions of various persons testify.- The in- 
vestigative methods are such that they force people to lie and to 
alasidee entirely innocent persons in addition to those who already 
stand accused. He asks the Court that he be allowed to inform the 
Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) 
about all this in writing. He assures the Court that he personally 
had never any evil designs in regard to the policy of our Party because 
he had always agreed with the Party policy pertaining to all spheres 
of economic and cultural activity.” 

This declaration of Rudautak was ignored, despite the fact that 
Rudzutak was in his time the chief of the Central Control Commission 
which was called into being in accordance with Lenin’s concept for 
the purpose of fighting for Party unity * * * In this manner fell 
the chief of this highly authoritative Party organ, a victim of brutal 
wilfulness; he was not even called before the Central Committee’s 
Political Bureau because Stalin did not want to talk tohim. Sentence 
was pronounced on him in 20 minutes and he was shot. [Indignation 
in the hall.] 

After careful examination of the case in 1955 it was established that 
the accusation against Rudzutak was false and that it was based on 
slanderous materials. Rudzutak has been rehabilitated posthumously. 

The way in which the former NK VD workers manufactured various 
fictitious “anti-Soviet centers” and “blocs” with the help of provoca- 
tory methods is seen from the confession of Comrade Rozenblum 
ba Nt since 1906, who was arrested in 1937 by the Leningrad 

During the examination in 1955 of the Komarov case Rozenblum 
revealed the following fact: when Rozenblum was arrested in 1937 
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he was subjected to terrible torture during which he was ordered to 
confess false information concerning himself and other persons. He 
was then brought to the office of Zakovsky, who offered him freedom 
on condition that he make before the court a false confession fabricated 
in 1937 by the NKVD concerning “sabotage, espionage, and diversion 
in a terroristic Center in Leningrad.” [Movement inthe hall.] With 
unbelievable cynicism Zakovsky told about the vile “mechanism” for 
the crafty creation of fabricated “anti-Soviet plots.” 

“Tn order to illustrate it to me,” stated Rozenblum, “Zakovsky gave 
me several possible variants of the organization of this center and of 
its branches. After he detailed the organization to me, Zakovsky told 
me that the NK VD would prepare the case of this center, remarking 
that the trial would be public. 

“Before the court were to be brought 4 or 5 members of this center: 
Chudov, Ugarov, Smorodin, Pozern, Shaposhnikova (Chudov’s wife) 
and others together with 2 or 3 members from the branches of this 
center * * * 

“+ * * The case of the Leningrad center has to be built solidly and 
for this reason witnesses are needed. Social origin (of course, in the 
past) and the Party standing of the witness will play more than a 
small role. 

“You, yourself,” said Zakovsky, “will not need to invent anything. 
The NKVD will prepare for you a ready outline for every branch of 
the center; you will eed to study it carefully and to remember well 
all questions and answers which the Court might ask. This case will 
be ready in 4-5 months, or perhaps a half year. During all this time 
you will be preparing yourself so that you will not compromise the 
investigation and yourself. Your future will depend on how the trial 
goes and on its results. If you begin to lie and to testify falsely, 
blame yourself. If you manage to endure it, you will save your head 
on rs will feed and clothe you at the government’s cost until your 

eath. 

This is the kind of vile things which were then practiced. [Move- 
ment in the hall. } 

Even more widely was the falsification of cases practiced in the 
provinces. The NKVD headquarters of the Sverdlov oblast “discov- 
ered” the so-called “Ural uprising staff’—an organ of the bloc of 
Tignes, Trotskyites, Socialist Revolutionaries, church leaders— 
whose chief supposedly was the Secretary of the Sverdlov Oblast 
Party Committee and member of the Central Committee, All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks) , Kabakov, who had been a Party mem- 
ber since 1914. The investigative materials of that time show that in 
almost all krais, oblasts and republics there supposedly existed “right- 
ist Trotskyite, espionage-terror and diversionary-sabotage organiza- 
tions and centers” and that the heads of such organizations as a rule 
for no known reason—were first secretaries of oblast or republic Com- 
a Party committees or Central Committees. [Movement in the 

all. 

Many thousands of honest and innocent Communists have died as a 
result of this monstrous falsification of such “cases,” as a result of the 
fact that all kinds of slanderous “confessions” were accepted, and as 
a result of the practice of forcing accusations against oneself and 
others. In the same manner were fabricated the “cases” against emi- 
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nent Party and State workers—Kossior, Chubar, Postyshev, Kosaryev, 
and others. : ; 

In those years repressions on a mass scale were apaes which were 
based on nothing tangible and which resulted in heavy cadre losses 
to the Party. . 

The vicious practice was condoned of having the NK VD prepare 
lists of persons whose cases were under the jurisdiction of the Military 
Collegium and whose sentences were prepared in advance. Yezhov 
would send these lists to Stalin personally for his approval of the 
proposed punishment. In 1937-1938, 383 such lists containing the 
names of many thousands of Party, Soviet, Komsomol, Army and 
economic workers were sent to Stalin. He eine these lists. 

A large part of these cases are being reviewed now and a great part 
of them are being voided because they were baseless and falsified. 
Suffice it to say that from 1954 to the present time the Military Col- 
legium of the Supreme Court has rehabilitated 7,679 persons, many of 
whom were rehabilitated posthumously. 

Mass arrests of Party, Soviet, economic, and military workers 
caused tremendous harm to our country and to the cause of Socialist 
advancement. 

Mass repressions had a negative influence on the moral-political 
condition of the Party, created a situation of uncertainty, contributed 
to the spreading of unhealthy suspicion, and sowed distrust among 
Communists. All sorts of slanderers and careerists were active. 

Resolutions of the January Plenum of the Central Committee, 
All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), in 1938 had brought some 
measure of improvement to the Party organizations. However, wide- 
spread repression also existed in 1938. 

Only because our Party has at its disposal such great moral-political 
strength was it possible for it to survive the difficult events in 1937-38 
and to educate new cadres. There is, however, no doubt that our 
march forward toward Socialism and toward the preparation of the 
country’s defense would have been much more successful were it not 
for the tremendous loss in the cadres suffered as a result of the base- 
less and false mass repressions in 1937-1938. 

We are justly accusing Yezhov for the degenerate practices of 1937. 
But we have to answer these questions: Could Yezhov have arrested 
Kossior, for instance, without the knowledge of Stalin? Was there 
an exchange of opinions of a Political Bureau decision concerning 
this? No, there was not, as there was none regarding other cases of 
this type. Could Yezhov have decided such important matters as the 
fate of such eminent Party figures? No, it would be a display of 
naivete to consider this the work of Yezhov alone. It is clear that 
these matters were decided by Stalin, and that without his orders and 
his sanction Yezhov could not have done this. 

We have examined the cases and have rehabilitated Kossior, Rudzu- 
tak, Postyshev, Kosaryev, and others. For what causes were they 
arrested and sentenced? The review of evidence shows that there 
was no reason for this. They, like may others, were arrested without 
the Prosecutor’s knowledge. In such a situation there is no need for 
any sanction, for what sort of a sanction could there be when Stalin 
decided everything. He was the chief prosecutor in these cases. Sta- 
lin not only agreed to, but on his own initiative issued arrest orders. 
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We must say;this so that the delegates to the Congress can clearly 
undertake and themselves assess this and draw the proper conclu- 
sions. 

Facts prove that many abuses were made on Stalin’s orders without 
reckoning with any norms of Party and Soviet legality. Stalin was a 
very distrustful man, sickly suspicious; we knew this from our work 
with him. He could look at a man and say: “Why are your eyes so 
shifty today,” or “Why are you turning so much today and avoiding 
to look me directly in the eyes?” The sickly suspicion created in him 
a general distrust even toward eminent Party workers whom he had 
known for years, Everywhere and in everything he saw “enemies,” 
“two-facers” and “spies.’ 

Possessing unlimited power he indulged in great willfulness and 
choked a person moraily and physically. A situation was created 
where one could not express one’s own will. 

When Stalin said that one or another should be arrested, it was 
necessary to accept on faith that he was an “enemy of the people.” 
Meanwhile, Beria’s gang, which ran the organs of state security, out- 
did itself in proving the guilt of the arrested and the truth of ma- 
terials which it falsified. And what proofs were offered? The con- 
fessions of the arrested, and the investigative judges accepted these 
“confessions.” And how is it possible that a person confesses to 
crimes which he has not committed? Only in one way—because of 
application of physical methods of pressuring him, tortures, bring- 
ing him to a state of unconsciousness, deprivation of his judgment, 
taking away of his human dignity. In this manner were “confes- 
sions” acquired. 

When the wave of mass arrests began to recede in 1939, and the lead- 
ers of territorial Party organizations began to accuse the NKVD 
workers of using methods of physical pressure on the arrested, Stalin 
dispatched a coded telegram on 20 January 1939, to the committee 
secretaries of oblasts and krais, to the Central Committees of republic 
Communist Parties, to the Peoples Commissars of Internal A ffairs and 
to the heads of NK VD organizations. This telegram stated : 

“The Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party (Bol- 
sheviks) explains that the application of methods of physical pressure 
in NKVD practice is permissible from 1937 on in accordance with per- 
mission of the Central Committee of the All-Union Communist Party 
(Bolsheviks) * * *, It is known that all bourgeois intelligence serv- 
ices use methods of physical influence against the representatives of the 
Socialist proletariat and that they use them in their most scandalous 
forms. The question arises as to why the Socialist intelligence serv- 
ice should be more humanitarian against the mad agents of the bour- 
geoisie, against the deadly enemies of the working class and of the 
Kolkhoz workers. The Central Committee of the All-Union Com- 
munist Party (Bolsheviks) considers that physical pressure should 
still be.used obligatorily, as an exception applicable to known and 
obstinate enemies of the people, as a method both justifiable and appro- 
priate. 

Thus, Stalin had sanctioned in the name of the Central Committee of 
the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) the most brutal viola- 
tion of Socialist legality, torture and oppression, which led as we have 
seen to the slandering and self-accusation of innocent people. 
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Not long ago—only several days before the present Congress—we 
called to the Central Committee Presidium session and interrogated 
the investigative judge Rodos, who in his time investigated and'inter- 
rogated Kossior, Chubar, and Kosaryev. He is a vile person, with the 
brain of a bird, and morally completely degenerate. And it was this 
man who was deciding the fate of prominent Party workers; he was 
making judgments also concerning the politics in these matters, be- 
cause having established their “crime,” he provided therewith mate- 
rials from which important political implications could be drawn. 

The question arises whether a man with such an intellect could alone 
make the investigation in a manner to prove the guilt of people such 
as Kossior and others. No, hecould not have done it without proper 
directives. At the Central Committee Presidium session he told us: 
“I was told that Kossior and Chubar were people’s enemies and for 
this reason, I, as an investigative judge, had to make them confess that 
they areenemies.” [Indignation in the hall. ] 

He could do this only through long tortures, which he did, receivin 
detailed instructions from Beria, We must say that at the Centra 
Committee Presidium session he cynically declared: “I thought that I 
was executing the orders of the Party.” In this manner Stalin’s orders 
concerning the use of methods of physical pressure against the arrested 
were in practice executed. 

These and many other facts show that all norms of correct Party so- 
lution of problems were invalidated and everything was dependent 
upon the wilfulness of one man. 

The power accumulated in the hands of one person, Stalin, led to 
serious consequences during the Great Patriotic War. 

When we look at many of our novels, films and historical “scientific 
studies,” the role of Stalin in the Patriotic War appears to be entirely 
improbable, Stalin had foreseen everything. The Soviet Army, on 
the basis of a strategic plan prepared by Stalin long before, used the 
tactics of so-called “active defense,” i. e., tactics which, as we ‘know, 
allowed the Germans to come up to Moscow and Stalingrad. Using 
such tactics the Soviet Army, supposedly, thanks only to Stalin’s 
genius, turned to the offensive and subdued the enemy. The epic vic- 
tory gained through the armed might of the Land of the: Soviets, 
through our heroic people, is ascribed in this type of novel, film, and 
a study” as being completely due to the strategic genius of 
Stalin. 

We have to analyze this matter carefully because it has a tremendous 
significance not only from the historical, but especially from the politi- 
cal, educational, and practical point of view. 

What are the facts of this matter ? 

Before the war our press and all our political-educational work was 
characterized by its bragging tone: when an enemy violates the holy 
Soviet soil, then for every blow of the enemy we will answer with three 
blows and we will battle the enemy on his soil and we will win without 
much harm to ourselves. But these positive statements were not based 
in all areas on concrete facts, which would actually guarantee the im- 
munity of our borders. 

During the war and after the war Stalin put forward the thesis that 
the tragedy which our nation experienced in the first part of the war 
was the result of the “unexpected” attack of the Germans against the 
Soviet Union. But, Comrades, this is completely untrue. As soon 
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as Hitler came to power in Germany he assigned to himself the task 
of liquidating Communism. The Fascists were saying this openly; 
they did not hide their plans. In order to attain this aggressive end 
all sorts of pacts and blocs were created, such as the famous Berlin- 
Rome-Tokyo axis. Many facts from the prewar period clearly showed 
that Hitler was going all out to begin a war against the Soviet State 
and that he had concentrated large armed units, together with armored 
units, near the Soviet borders. 

Documents which have now been published show that by 3 April 
1941 Churchill, through his ambassador to the U.S. S. R., Cripps, per- 
sonally warned Stalin that the Germans had begun regrouping their 
armed units with the intent of attacking the Soviet Union. It is self- 
evident that Churchill did not do this at all because of his friendly 
feeling toward the Soviet nation. He had in this his own imperialistic 
goats bring Germany and the U. S. S. R. into a bloody war and 

ereby to strengthen the position of the British Empire. Just the 
same, Churchill affirmed in his writings that he sought to “warn Stalin 
and call his attention to the danger which threatened him.” Churchill 
stressed this repeatedly in his dispatches of 18 April and in the follow- 
ing days. However, Stalin took no heed of these warnings. What 
is more, Stalin ordered that no credence be given to information of 
this sort, in order not to provoke the initiation of military operations. 

We must assert that information of this sort concerning the threat 
of German armed invasion of Soviet territory was coming in also from 
our own military and diplomatic sources; however, because the lead- 
ership was conditioned against such information, such data was dis- 
patched with fear and assessed with reservation. 

Thus, for instance, information sent from Berlin on 6 May 1941 by 
the Soviet military attaché, Capt. Vorontsov, stated: “Soviet citizen 
Bozer * * * communicated to the deputy naval attaché that accord- 
ing to a statement of a certain German officer from Hitler’s Head- 
Guanes Germany is preparing to invade the U.S. S. R. on 14 May 
through Finland, the Baltic countries and Latvia. At the same time 
Moscow and Leningrad will be heavily raided and paratroopers 
landed in border cities. * * *” 

In his report of 22 May 1941, the deputy military attaché in Berlin, 
Khlopov, communicated that “* * * the attack of the German army is 
reportedly scheduled for 15 June, but it is possible that it may begin 
in the first daysof June. * * *” 

A cable from our London Embassy dated 18 June 1951 stated : “As of 
now Cripps is deeply convinced of the inevitability of armed conflict 
between Germany and the USSR which will begin not later than the 
middle of June. According to Cripps, the Germans have presently 
concentrated 147 divisions (including air force and service units) 
along the Soviet borders * * *.” 

Despite these particularly grave warnings, the necessary steps were 
not taken to prepare the country properly for defense and to prevent 
it from being caught unawares. 

Did we have time and the capabilities for such preparations? Yes, 
we had the time and capabilities. Our industry was already so de- 
veloped that it was capable of supplying fully the Soviet army with 
everything that it needed. This is proven by the fact that although 
during the war we lost almost half of our industry and important in- 
dustrial and food production areas as the result of enemy occupation 
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of the Ukraine, Northern Caucasus and other western parts of the 
country, the Soviet nation was still able to organize the production 
of military equipment in the eastern parts of the country, install there 
equipment taken from the Western industrial areas, and to supply our 
armed forces with everything which was necessary to destroy the 
enemy. 

Had our industry been mobilized properly and in time to supply the 
army with the necessary materiel, our wartime losses would have been 
decidedly smaller. Such mobilization had not been, however, started 
in time. And already in the first days of the war it became evident that 
our army was badly armed, that we did not have enough artillery, 
tanks, and planes to throw the enemy back. 

Soviet science and technology produced excellent models of tanks 
and artillery pieces before the war. But mass production of all this 
was not organized and as a matter of fact we started to modernize our 
military equipment only on the eve of the war. Asa result, at the time 
of the enemy’s invasion of the Soviet land we did not have sufficient 
quantities either of old machinery which was no longer used for arma- 
ment production or of new machinery which we had planned to in- 
troduce into armament production. The situation with antiaircraft 
artillery was especially bad; we did not organize the production of 
antitank ammunition. Many fortified regions had proved to be in- 
defensible as soon as they were attacked, because the old arms had been 
withdrawn and new ones were not yet available there. 

This pertained, also, not only to tanks, artillery, and planes. At the 
outbreak of the war we did not even have sufficient numbers of rifles to 
arm the mobilized manpower. I recall that in those days I tele- 
phoned to Comrade Malenkov from Kiev and told him, “People have 
volunteered for the new army and demand arms. You must send us 
arms.’ 

Malenkov answered me, “We cannot send you arms. We are send- 
ing all our rifles to Leningrad and you have to arm yourselves.” 
rMerennat in the hall. | 

Such was the armament situation. 

In this connection we cannot forget, for instance, the following 
fact. Shortly before the invasion of the Soviet Union by the Hitlerite 
army Kirponos, who was Chief of the Kiev Special Military District 
(he was later killed at the front) wrote to Stalin that the German 
armies were at the Bug River, were preparing for an attack and in the 
very near future would probably start their offensive. In this con- 
nection Kirponos proposed that a strong defense be organized, that 
300,000 people be evacuated from the border areas and that several 
strong points be organized there: antitank ditches, trenches for the 
soldiers, etc. 

Moscow answered this proposition with the assertion that this 
would be a provocation, that no preparatory defensive work should 
be undertaken at the borders, that the Germans were not to be given 
any pretext for the initiation of military action against us. Thus, 
our borders were insufficiently prepared to repel the enemy. 

When the Fascist armies had actually invaded Soviet territory and 
military operations began, Moscow issued the order that the German 
fire was not to be returned. Why? It was because Stalin, despite 
evident facts, thought that the war had not yet started, that this was 
only a provocative action on the part of several undisciplined sections 
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of the German army, and that our reaction might serve as a reason 
for the Germans to begin the war. 

The following fact is also known. On the eve of the invasion of the 
territory of the Soviet Union by the Hitlerite army a certain German 
citizen crossed our border and stated that the German armies had 
received orders to start the offensive against the Soviet Union on the 
night 22 June at 3 o’clock. Stalin was informed about this immedi- 
ately, but even this warning was ignored. 

As you see, everything was ignored; warnings of certain army com- 
manders, declarations of deserters from the soem army, and even 
the open hostility of the enemy. Is this an example of the alertness 
of the Chief of the Party and of the State at this particular significant 
historical moment ? 

And what were the results of this carefree attitude, this disregard 
of clear facts? The result was that already in the first hours and days 
the enemy had destroyed in our border regions a large part of our air 
force, artillery, and other military equipment; he annihilated large 
numbers of our military cadres and disorganized our military leader- 
ship; consequently we could not prevent the enemy from marching 
deep into the country. 

Very grievous consequences, especially in reference to the beginning 
of the war, followed Stalin’s annihilation of many military command- 
ers and political workers during 1937-41 because of his suspicious- 
ness and through slanderous accusations. During these years repres- 
sions were instituted against certain parts of military cadres begin- 
ning literally at the company and battalion commander level and ex- 
tending to the higher military centers; during this time the cadre of 
leaders who had gained military experience in Spain and in the Far 
East was almost completely liquidated. 

The policy of large-scale repression against the military cadres led 
also to undermined military discipline, because for several years offi- 
cers of all ranks and even soldiers in the Party and Komsomo] cells 
were taught to “unmask” their superiors as hidden enemies. [{ Move- 
ment in the hall.] It is natural that this caused a negative influence 
on the state of military discipline in the first war period. 

And, as you know, we had before the war excellent military cadres 
which were unquestionably loyal to the Party and to the Fatherland. 
Suffice it to say that those of them who managed to survive despite 
severe tortures to which they were subjected in the prisons, have from 
the first war days shown themselves real patriots and heroically fought 
for the glory of the Fatherland; I have here in mind such comrades 
as Rokossovsky (who, as you know, had been jailed), Gorbatov, Maret- 
skov (who is a delegate at the present Congress), Podlas (he was an 
excellent commander who perished at the front), and many, many 
others. However, many such commanders perished in camps and jails 
and the army saw them no more. 

All this brought about the situation which existed at the beginning 
of the war and which was the great threat to our Fatherland. 

It would be incorrect to forget that after the first severe disaster 
and defeats at the front Stalin thought that this was the end. In one 
of his speeches in those days he said: “All that which Lenin created 
we have lost forever.” 

After this Stalin for a long time actually did not direct the mili- 
tary operations and ceased to do anything whatever. He returned to 











NIKITA KHRUSHCHEV SPEECH FEBRUARY 25, 1956 47 


active leadership only when some members of the Political Bureau 
visited him and told him that it was necessary to take certain steps 
immediately in order to improve the situation at the front. 

Therefore, the threatening danger which hung over our Fatherland 
in the first period of the war was largely due to the faulty methods 
of directing the nation and the Party by Stalin himself. 

However, we speak not only about the moment when the war began, 
which led to serious disorganization of our army and brought us 
severe losses. Even after the war began, the nervousness and hysteria 
which Stalin demonstrated, interfering with actual military opera- 
tions, caused our army serious damage. 

Stalin was very far from an understanding of the real situation 
which was developing at the front. This was natural because during 
the whole Patriotic War he never visited any section of the front 
or any liberated city except for one short ride on the Mozhaisk High- 
way during a stabilized situation at the front. To this incident were 
dedicated many literary works full of fantasies of all sorts and so 
many paintings. Simultaneously, Stalin was interfering with opera- 
tions and issuing orders which did not take into consideration the real 
situation at a given section of the front and which could not help but 
result in huge personnel losses. 

I will allow myself in this connection to bring out one characteristic 
fact which illustrates how Stalin directed operations at the fronts. 
There is present at this Congress Marshal Bagramyan who was once 
the Chief of Operations in the Headquarters of the South-Western 
front and who can corroborate what I will tell you. 

When there developed an exceptionally serious situation for our 
army in 1942 in the Kharkov region, we had correctly decided to drop 
an operation whose objective was to encircle Kharkov, because the real 
situation at that time would have threatened our army with fatal 
consequences if this operation were continued. 

We communicated this to Stalin, stating that the situation demanded 
changes in operational plans so that the enemy would be prevented 
from liquidating a sizable concentration of our army. 

Contrary to common sense, Stalin rejected our suggestion and issued 
the order to continue the operation aimed at the encirclement of 
Kharkov, despite the fact that at this time many army concentrations 
were themselves actually threatened with encirclement and liquidation. 

I telephoned to Vasileveky and begged him: 

“Alexander Mikhailovich, take a map (Vasilevsky is present here) 
and show Comrade Stalin the situation which has developed.” We 
should note that Stalin planned operations on a globe. [Animation 
in the hall.] Yes, comrades, he used to take the globe and trace the 
frontline on it. I said to Comrade Vasilevsky : “Show him the situa- 
tion on a map; in the present situation we cannot continue the opera- 
tion which was planned. The old decision must be changed for the 
good of the cause.” 

Vasilevsky replied saying that Stalin had already studied this prob- 
lem and that he, Vasilevsky, would not see Stalin further concerning 
this matter, because the latter didn’t want to hear any arguments on 
the subject of this operation. 

After my talk with Vasilevsky I telephoned to Stalin at his villa. 
But Stalin did not answer the telephone and Malenkov was at the 
receiver. I told Comrade Malenkov that I was calling from the front 
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and that I wanted to speak personally to Stalin. Stalin informed 
me through Malenkov that I should speak with Malenkov. I stated 
for the second time that I wished to inform Stalin personally about 
the grave situation which had arisen for us at the front. But Stalin 
did not consider it convenient to raise the phone and again stated 
that I should speak to him through Malenkov, although he was only 
a few steps from the telephone. 

After “listening” in this manner to our plea Stalin said, “Let every- 
thing remain as it is!” 

And what was the result of this? The worst that we had expected. 
The Germans surrounded our army concentrations and consequently 
we lost hundreds of thousands of our soldiers. This is Stalin’s mili- 
tary “genius”; this is what it cost us. [Movement in the hall. ] 

n one occasion after the war, during a meeting of Stalin with 
members of the Political Bureau, Anastas Ivanovich Mikoyan men- 
tioned that Khrushchev must have been right when he telephoned 
concerning the Kharkov operation and that it was unfortunate that 
his suggestion had not been accepted. 

You should have seen Stalin’s fury! How could it be admitted that 
he, Stalin, had not been right ! He is after all a “genius,” and a genius 
cannot help but be right! Everyone can err, but Stalin considered 
that he never erred, that he was always right. He never acknowledged 
to anyone that he made any mistake, large or small, despite the fact 
that he made not a few mistakes in the matter of theory and in his 
practical activity. After the Party Congress we shall probably have 
to re-evaluate many wartime military operations and to present them 
in their true light. 

The tactics on which Stalin insisted without knowing the essence 
of the conduct of battle operations cost us much blood until we 
succeeded in stopping the opponent and going over to the offensive. 

The military know that already by the end of 1941 instead of great 
operational maneuvers flanking the opponent and penetrating be- 
hind his back, Stalin demanded incessant frontal attacks and the 
capture of one village after another. Because of this we paid with 
great losses until our generals, on whose shoulders rested the whole 
weight of conducting the war, succeeded in changing the situation 
and shifting to flexible maneuver operations, which immediately 
brought serious changes at the front favorable to us. 

All the more shameful was the fact that after our great victory 
over the enemy which cost us so much, Stalin began to downgrade 
many of the commanders who contributed so much to the victory 
over the enemy, because Stalin excluded every possibility that services 
rendered at the front should be credited to anyone but himself. 

Stalin was very much interested in the assessment of Comrade 
Zhukov as a military leader. He asked me often for my opinion 
of Zhukov. I told him then, “I have known Zhukov for a long 
time ; he is a good general and a good military leader.” 

After the war Stalin began to tell all kinds of nonsense about 
Zhukov, among others the following, “You praised Zhukov, but he 
does not deserve it. It is said that before each operation at the 
front Zhukov used to behave as follows: he used to take a handful 
of earth, smell it and say, ‘We can begin the attack,’ or the opposite, 
‘the planned operation cannot be carried out.’” I stated at that 
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time, “Comrade Stalin, I do not know who invented this, but it is 
not true.” 

It is possible that Stalin himself invented these things for the 
pore of minimizing the role and military talents of Marshal 

hukov. 

In this connection Stalin very energetically popularized himself 
as a great leader; in various ways he tried to inculcate in the people 
the version that all victories gained by the Soviet nation during the 
Great Patriotic War were due to the courage, daring and genius of 
Stalin and of no one else. Exactly like Kuzma Kryuchkov (a 
famous Cossack who performed heroic feats against the Germans) 7 
ae yt one dress on 7 people at the same time. [Animation in the 

all. 

In the same vein, let us take, for instance, our historical and mili- 
tary films and some literary creations; they make us feel sick. Their 
true objective is the propagation of the theme of praising Stalin 
as a military genius. Let us recall the film, “The Fall of Berlin.” 
Here only Stalin acts; he issues orders in the hall in which there are 
many empty chairs and only one man approached him and reports 
something to him—that is Poskrebyshev, his loyal shield-bearer. 
[Laughter in the hall.] 

And where is the military command? Where is the Political 
Bureau? Where is the Government? What are they doing and 
with what are they engaged? There is nothing about them in the 
film. Stalin acts for everybody; he does not reckon with anyone; 
he asks no one for advice. Everything is shown to the nation in this 
false light. Why? In order to surround Stalin with glory, contrary 
to the facts and contrary to historical truth. 

The question arises: And where are the military on whose shoulders 
rested the burden of the war? They are not in the film; with Stalin 
in, no room was left for them. 

Not Stalin, but the Party as a whole, the Soviet Government, our 
heroic army, its talented leaders and brave soldiers, the whole Soviet 
nation—these are the ones who assured the victory in the Great 
Patriotic War. ['Tempestuous and prolonged applause. | 

The Central Committee members, ministers, our economic leaders, 
leaders of Soviet culture, directors of territorial Party and Soviet 
organizations, engineers, and technicians—everyone of them in his 
own place of work generously gave of his strength and knowledge 
toward ensuring victory over the enemy. 

Exceptional heroism was shown by our hard core—surrounded by 
glory is our whole working class, our kolkhoz peasantry, the Soviet 
intelligentsia, who under the leadership of Party organizations over- 
came untold hardships and, bearing the hardships of war, devoted 
all their strength to the cause of the defense of the Fatherland. 

Great and brave deeds during the war were accomplished by our 
Soviet women who bore on their backs the heavy load of production 
work in the factories, on the kolkhozes, and in various economic and 
cultural sectors; many women participated directly in the Great 
Patriotic War at the fronts; our brave youth contributed immeasur- 
ably at the front and at home to the defense of the Soviet Fatherland 
and to the annihilation of the enemy. 


2The content of this parenthesis is an editorial comment of the translator. 
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Immortal are the services of the Soviet soldiers, of our commanders 
and political workers of all ranks; after the loss of a considerable part 
of the army in the first war months they did not lose their heads and 
were able to reorganize during the progress of combat; they created 
and toughened during the progress of the war a strong and heroic 
army and not only stood off pressure of the strong and cunning enemy 
but also smashed him. 

The magnificent and heroic deeds of hundreds of millions of people 
of the East and of the West during the fight against the threat of 
Fascist subjugation which loomed before us will live centuries and 
millenia in the memory of thankful humanity. [Thunderous 
applause. ] 

The main role and the main credit for the victorious ending of the 
war belongs to our Communist Party, to the armed forces of the 
Soviet Union, and to the tens of millions of Soviet people raised by 
the Party. [Thunderous and prolonged applause. | 

Comrades, let us reach for some other facts. The Soviet Union is 
justly considered as a model of a multinational State because we 
1ave in practice assured the equality and friendship of all nations 
which live in our great Fatherland. 

All the more monstrous are the acts whose initiator was Stalin 
and which are rude violations of the basic Leninist principles of the 
nationality policy of the Soviet State. We refer to the mass deporta- 
tions from their native places of whole nations, together with all 
Communists and Komsomols without any exception; this deportation 
action was not dictated by any military considerations. 

Thus, already at the end of 1943, when there occurred a permanent 
breakthrough at the fronts of the Great Patriotic War benefiting the 
Soviet Union, a decision was taken and executed concerning the depor- 
tation of all the Karachai from the lands on which they lived. In the 
same period, at the end of December 1943, the same lot befell the 
whole population of the Autonomous Kalmyk Republic. In March 
1944 all the Chechen and Ingush peoples were deported and the 
Chechen-Ingush Autonomous Republic was liquidated. In April 
1944, all Balkars were deported to faraway places from the territory 
of the Kabardyno-Balkar Autonomous Republic and the Republic 
itself was renamed the Autonomous Kabardynian Republic. The 
Ukrainians avoided meeting this fate only because there were too many 
of them and there was no place to which to deport them. Otherwise, 
he ee have deported them also. [Laughter and animation in the 
hall. 

Not only a Marxist-Leninist but also no man of commonsense can 
grasp how it is possible to make whole nations responsible for inimical 
activity, including women, children, old people, Communists, and 
Komsomols, to use mass repression against them, and to expose them 
to misery and suffering for the hostile acts of individual persons or 
groups of persons. 

After the conclusion of the Patriotic War the Soviet nation stressed 
with pride the magnificent victories gained through great sacrifices 
and tremendous efforts. The country experienced a period of political 
enthusiasm. The Party came out of the war even more united; in the 
fire of the war Party cadres were tempered and hardened. Under 
such conditions nobody could have even thought of the possibility of 
some plot in the Party. 
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And it was precisely at this time that the so-called “Leningrad 
Affair” was born. As we have now proven, this.case was fabricated. 
Those who innocently lost their lives included Comrades Voznesensky, 
Kuznetsov, Rodionov, Popkov, and others. 

As is known, Voznesensky and Kuznetsov were talented and emi- 
nent leaders. Once they stood very close to Stalin. It is sufficient to 
mention that Stalin made Voznesensky first deputy to the Chairman 
of the Council of Ministers and Kuznetsov was:elected Secretary of 
the Central Committee. The very fact that Stalin entrusted Kuznet- 
sov with the supervision of the State security organs shows the trust 
which he enjoyed. 

How did it happen that these persons were branded as enemies of 
the people and liquidated ? 

Facts prove that the “Leningrad Affair” is also the result of will- 
fulness which Stalin exercised against Party cadres. 

Had a normal situation existed in the Party’s Central Committee 
and in the Central Committee Political Bureau, affairs of this nature 
would have been examined there in accordance with Party practice, 
and all pertinent facts assessed; as a result such an affair as well as 
others would not have happened. 

We must state that after the war the situation became even more 
complicated. Stalin became even more capricious, irritable, and 
brutal; in particular his suspicion grew. His. persecution mania 
reached unbelievable dimensions. Many workers were Sennen 
enemies before his very eyes. After the war Stalin separated himsel 
from the collective even more. Everything was decided by him alone 
without any consideration for anyone or anything. 

This unbelievable suspicion was cleverly taken advantage of by the 
abject provocateur and vile enemy, Beria, who had murdered thous- 
ands of Communists and loyal Soviet people. The elevation of Vozne- 
sensky and Kuznetsov alarmed Beria. As we have now proven, it 
had been precisely Beria who had “suggested” to Stalin the fabrica- 
tion by him and by his confidants of materials in the form of declara- 
tions and anonymous letters, and in the form of various rumors and 
talks. 

The Party’s Central Committee has examined this so-called “Lenin- 
grad Affair”; persons who innocently suffered are now rehabilitated 
and honor has been restored to the glorious Leningrad Party organiza- 
tion. Abakumov and others who had fabricated this affair were 
brought before a court; their trial took place in Leningrad and they 
received what they deserved. 

The question arises: Why is it that we see the truth of this affair 
only now, and why did we not do something earlier, during Stalin’s 
life, in order to prevent the loss of innocent lives? It was because 
Stalin personally supervised the “Leningrad Affair,” and the majority 
of the Political Bureau members did not, at that time, know all of the 
circumstances in these matters and could not, therefore, intervene. 

When Stalin received certain materials from Beria and Abaku- 
mov, without examining these slanderous materials he ordered an in- 
vestigation of the “Affair” of Voznesensky and Kuznetsov. With 
this their fate was sealed. Instructive in the same way is the case 
of the Mingrelian nationalist organization which supposedly existed 
in Georgia. As is known, resolutions by the Central Committee, Com- 
munist Party of the Soviet Union, were made concerning this case 
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in November 1951 and in March 1952. These resolutions were made 
without prior discussion with the Political Bureau. Stalin had per- 
sonally dictated them. They made serious accuations against many 
loyal Communists. On the basis of falsified documents it was proven 
that there existed in Georgia a supposedly nationalistic organization 
whose objective was the liquidation of the Soviet power in that Re- 
public with the help of imperialist powers. 

In this connection, a number of responsible Party and Soviet workers 
were arrested in Georgia. As was later proven, this was a slander 
directed against the Georgian Party Organization. 

We know that there have been at times manifestations of local 
bourgeois nationalism in Georgia as in several other republics. The 

uestion arises: Could it be possible that in the period during which 
the resolutions referred to above were made, nationalist tendencies 
grew so much that there was a danger of Georgia’s leaving the Soviet 
Union and joining Turkey? [Animation in the hall, laughter. ] 

This is, of course, nonsense. It is impossible to imagine how such 
assumptions could enter anyone’s mind. Everyone knows how Georgia 
has developed economically and culturally under Soviet rule. 

Industrial production of the Georgian Republic is 27 times greater 
than it was before the revolution. Many new industries have arisen 
in Georgia which did not exist there before the revolution: iron smelt- 
ing, an oil industry, a machine-construction industry, ete, Lliteracy 
has long since been liquidated, which, in prerevolutionary Georgia, in- 
cluded 78 percent of the population. 

Could the Georgians, comparing the situation in their Republic 
with the hard situation of the working masses in Turkey, be aspiring 
to join Turkey? In 1955 Georgia produced 18 times as much steel per 
person as Turkey. Georgia produces 9 times as much electrical energy 
per person as Turkey. According to the available 1950 census, 65 
percent of Turkey’s total population are illiterate, and of the women, 
80 percent are illiterate. idacnate has 19 institutions of higher learning 
which have about 39,000 students; this is 8 times more than in Turkey 
(for each 1,000 inhabitants). The prosperity of the working people 
has grown tremendously in Georgia under Soviet rule. 

It is clear that as the economy and culture develop, and as the 
Socialist consciousness of the working masses in Georgia grows, the 
source from which bourgeois nationalism draws its strength evapo- 
rates. 

As it developed, there was no nationalistic organization in Georgia. 
Thousands of innocent people fell victim of wilfulness and lawless- 
ness. All of this happened under the “genial” leadership of Stalin, 
“the great son of the Georgian nation,” as Georgians like to refer to 
Stalin. [Animation in the hall. } 

The wilfulness of Stalin showed itself not only in decisions con- 
cerning the internal life of the country but also in the international 
relations of the Soviet Union. 

The July Plenum of the Central Committee studied in detail the 
reasons for the development of conflict with Yugoslavia. It was a 
shameful role which Gtalin played here. The “Yugoslav Affair” 
contained no problems which could not have been solved through Party 
discussions among comrades. There was no significant basis for the 
development of this “affair”; it was completely possible to have pre- 
vented the rupture of relations with that country. This does not 
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mean, however, that the Yugoslav leaders did not make mistakes or 
did not have shortcomings. But these mistakes and shortcomings were 
magnified in a monstrous manner by Stalin, which resulted in a break 
of relations with a friendly country. 4 

I recall the first days when the conflict between the Soviet Union 
and Yugoslavia began artificially to be blown up. Once, when I 
came from Kiev to Moscow, I was invited to visit Stalin who, aoe 
= yw copy of a letter lately sent to Tito, asked me, “Have you rea 
this ? 

Not waiting for my reply he answered, “I will shake my little fin- 
ger—and there will be no more Tito. He will fall.” ; 

We have dearly paid for this “shaking of the little finger.” This 
statement reflected Stalin’s mania for greatness, but he acted just that 
way: “I will shake my little finger—and there will be no Kossior”; 
“T will shake my little finger once more and Postyshev and Chubar 
will be no more”; “I will shake my little finger again—and Voznesen- 
sky, Kuznetsov and many others will disappear.” 

But this did not happen to Tito. No matter how much or how 
little Stalin shook, not only his little finger but everything else that 
he could shake, Tito did not fall. Why? The reason was that, in this 
case of disagreement with the Yugoslav comrades, Tito had behind 
him a State and a people who had gone through a severe school of 
fighting for liberty and independence, a people which gave support 
to its leaders. 

You see to what Stalin’s mania for greatness led. He had com- 
pletely lost consciousness of reality; he demonstrated his suspicion 
and haughtiness not only in relation to individuals in the USSR, but 
in relation to whole parties and nations. 

We have carefully examined the case of Yugoslavia and have found 
& proper solution which is approved by the peoples of the Soviet 
Union and of Yugoslavia as well as by the working masses of all the 
people’s democracies and by all progressive humanity. The liquida- 
tion of the abnormal relationship with Yugoslavia was done in the 
interest of the whole camp of Socialism, in the interest of strengthen- 
ing peace in the whole world. 

Let us also recall the “Affair of the Doctor-Plotters.” [Animation 
in the hall.] Actually there was no “Affair” outside of the declaration 
of the woman doctor Timashuk, who was probably influenced or 
ordered by someone (after all, she was an unofficial collaborator of 
the organs of State security) to write Stalin a letter in which she 
declared that doctors were applying supposedly improper methods 
of medical treatment. 

Such a letter was sufficient for Stalin to reach an immediate con- 
clusion that there are doctor-plotters in the Soviet Union. He issued 
orders to arrest a group of eminent Soviet medical specialists. He 
personally issued advice on the conduct of the investigation and the 
method of interrogation of the arrested persons. He said that the 
academician Vinogradov should be put in chains, another one should 
be beaten. Present at this Congress as a delegate is the Former Min- 
ister of State Security, Comrade Ignatiev. Stalin told him curtly, “If 
you do not obtain confessions from the doctors we will shorten you 
by a head.” [Tumult in the hall.] 
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Stalin personally called the investigative judge, gave him instruc- 
tions, advised him on which investigative methods should be used; 
these methods were simple—beat, beat and, once again, beat. 

Shortly after the doctors were arrested we members of the Political 
Bureau received protocols with the doctors; confessions of guilt. 
After distributing these protocols Stalin told us, “You are blind like 
young kittens; what will happen without me? The country will per- 
ish because you do not know how to recognize enemies.” 

The case was so presented thai no one could verify the facts on 
which the investigation wis based. There was no possibility of try- 
ing et facts by contacting those who had made the confessions 
of guilt. 

We felt, however, that the case of the arrested doctors was ques- 
tionable. We knew some of these people personally because they had 
once treated us. When we examined this “case” after Stalin’s death, 
we found it to be fabricated from beginning to end. 

This ignominious “case” was set up by Stalin; he did not, how- 
ever, have the time in which to bring it to an end (as he conceived 
that end), and for this reason the doctors are still alive. Now all 
have been rehabilitated; they are working in the same places they 
were working before; they treat top individuals, not excluding mem- 
bers of the Government; they have our full confidence; and they 
execute their duties honestly, as they did before. 

In organizing the various dirty and shameful cases, a very base 
role was played by the rabid enemy of our Party, an agent of a foreign 
intelligence service—Beria, who had stolen into Stalin’s confidence. 
In what way could this provocateur gain such a position in the Party 
and in the State, so as to become the First Deputy Chairman of the 
Council of Ministers of the Soviet Union and a member of the Central 
Committee Political Bureau? It has now been established that this 
villain had climbed up the government ladder over an untold number 
of corpses. 

Were there any signs that Beria was an enemy of the Party? Yes, 
there were. Already in 1937, at a Central Committee Plenum, former 
People’s Commissar of Health Protection, Kaminsky, said that Beria 
worked for the Mussavat intelligence service. But the Central Com- 
mittee Plenum had barely concluded when Kaminsky was arrested 
and then shot. Had Stalin examined Kaminsky’s statement? No, 
because Stalin believed in Beria, and that was enough for him, And 
when Stalin believed in anyone or anything, then no one could say 
anything which was contrary to his opinion; anyone who could dare 
to express opposition would have met the same fate as Kaminsky. 

There were other signs also. The declaration which Comrade 
Snegov made at the Party’s Central Committee is interesting (paren- 
thetically speaking, he was also rehabilitated not long ago, ater 17 
years in prison camps). In this declaration Snegov writes: 

“Tn connection with the proposed rehabilitation of the former Cen- 
tral Committee member, Kartvelishvili-Lavryentiev, I have entrusted 
to the hands of the representative of the Committee of State Security 
a detailed deposition concerning Beria’s role in the disposition of the 
Kartvelishvili case and concerning the criminal motives by which 
Beria was guided.” 
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In my opinion it is indispensable to recall an important fact per- 
taining to this case and to communicate it to the Central Committee, 
because I did not consider it as proper to include in the investigation 
documents. 

On 30 October 1931, at the session of the Organizational Bureau of 
the Central Committee, All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks), 
Kartvelishvili, Secretary of the Trans-Caucasian Krai Committee, 
made areport. All members of the Executive of the Krai Committee 
were present; of them I alone am alive. During this session J. V. 
Stalin made a motion at the end of his speech concerning the organiza- 
tion of the Secretariat of the Trans-Caucasian Krai Committee com- 
posed of the following: First Secretary Kartvelishvili; Second Secre- 
tary, Beria (it was then for the first time in the Party’s history that 
Beria’s name was mentioned as a candidate for a Party position). 
Kartvelishvili answered that he knew Beria well and for that reason 
refused categorically to work together with him. Stalin proposed 
then that this matter be left open and that it be solved in the process 
of the work itself. Two days later a decision was arrived at that 
Beria would receive the Party post and that Kartvelishvili would be 
deported from the TransCaucasus. 

his fact can be confirmed by Comrades Mikoyan and Kaganovich 
who were present at that session. 

The long unfriendly relations between Kartvelishvili and Beria 
were widely known; they date back to the time when Comrade Sergo * 
was active in the Trans-Caucasus; Kartvelishvili was the closest 
assistant of Sergo. The unfriendly relationship impelled Beria to 
fabricate a “case” against Kartvelishvili. 

It is a characteristic thing that in this “case” Kartvelishvili was 
charged with a terroristic act against Beria. 

The indictment in the Beria case contains a discussion of his crimes. 
Some things should, however, be recalled, especially since it is possible 
that not all delegates to the Congress have read this document. I wish 
to recall Beria’s bestial disposition of the cases of Kedroy, Golubiev, 
and Golubiev’s adopted mother, Baturina—persons who wished to 
inform the Central Committee concerning Beria’s treacherous ac- 
tivity. They were shot without any trial and the sentence was passed 
ex-post facto, after the execution. 

Here is what the old Communist, Comrade Kedrov, wrote to the 
Central Committee through Comrade Andreyev (Comrade An- 
dreyev was then a Central Committee secretary) : 

“T am calling to you for help from a gloomy cell of the Lefortors 
prison. Let my cry of horror reach your ears; do not remain deaf; 
take me under your protection; please, help remove the nightmare of 
interrogations and show that this is all a mistake. 

“I suffer innocently. Please believe me. Time will testify to the 
truth. I am not an agent-provocateur of the Tsarish Okhrana; I am 
not a spy ; [am not a member of any anti-Soviet organization of which 
I am being accused on the basis of denunciations. I am also not 
guilty of any other crimes against the Party and the government. I 
am an old Bolshevik, free of any stain; I have honestly fought for 
almost 40 years in the ranks of the Party for the good and the pros- 
perity of thenation * * *. 


8 Translator’s note: “Sergo’’ was the popular nickname for Ordzhonikidze. 
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“* * * Today I, a 62-year-old man, am being threatened by the in- 
vestigative judges with more severe, cruel, and degrading methods of 
physical pressure. They (the judges) are no longer capable of be- 
coming aware of their error and of recognizing that their handling of 
my case is illegal and impermissible. They try to justify their actions 
by picturing me as a hardened and wea. enemy and are demandin 
increased repressions. But let the Party know that I am innocent an 
that there is nothing which can turn a loyal son of the Party into an 
enemy, even right up to his last dying breath. 

“But I have no way out. I cannot divert from myself the hastily 
approaching new and powerful blows. 

‘Everything, however, has its limits. My torture has reached the 
extreme. My health is broken, my strength and my energy are wan- 
ing, the end is drawing near. To die in a Soviet prison, branded as a 
vile traitor to the Fatherland—what can be more monstrous for an 
honest man? And how monstrous all this is! Unsurpassed bitterness 
and pain grips my heart. No! No! This will not happen; this can- 
not be—I cry. Neither the Party, nor the Soviet government, nor the 
People’s Commissar, L. P. Beria, will permit this cruel irreparable 
injustice. I am firmly certain that given a quiet, objective examination, 
without any foul rantings, without any anger, and without the fearful 
tortures, it would be easy to prove the baselessness of the charges. I 
believe deeply that truth and justice will triumph. I believe. I be- 
lieve.” 

The old Bolshevik, Comrade Kedrov, was found innocent by the 
Military Collegium. But despite this, he was shot at Beria’s order. 
(Indignation in the hall.) 

Beria also handled cruelly the family of Comrade Ordzhonikidze. 
Why? Because Ordzhonikidze had tried to prevent Beria from rea- 
lizing his shameful plans. Beria had cleared from his way all per- 
sons who could possibly interfere with him. Ordzhonikidze was al- 
ways an opponent of Beria, which he told to Stalin. Instead of ex- 
amining this affair and taking appropriate steps, Stalin allowed the 
liquidation of Ordzhonikidze’s brother and brought Ordzhonikidze 
himself to such a state that he was forced to shoot himself. (Indigna- 
tion in the hall.) Such was Beria. 

Beria was unmasked by the Party’s Central Committee shortly 
after Stalin’s death. Asa result of the particularly detailed legal pro- 
ceedings it was established that Beria had committed monstrous 
crimes, and Beria was shot. 

The question arises why Beria, who had liquidated tens of thou- 
sands of Party and Soviet workers, was not unmasked during Stalin’s 
life? He was not unmasked earlier, because he had utilized very skill- 
fully Stalin’s weaknesses; feeding him with suspicions, he assisted 
Stalin in everything and acted with his support. 

Comrades : 

The cult of the individual acquired such monstrous size chiefly 
because Stalin himself, using all conceivable methods, supported the 
a of his own person. This is supported by numerous facts. 

ne of the most characteristic examples of Stalin’s self-glorification 
and of his lack of even elementary modesty is the edition of his “Short 
Biography,” which was published in 1948. 

This book is an expression of the most dissolute flattery, an example 
of making a man into a godhead, of transforming him into an infalli- 
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ble sage, “the greatest leader,” “sublime strategist of all times and 
nations.” Finally no other words could be found with which to lift 
Stalin up to the heavens. ; 

We need not give here examples of the loathsome adulation fillin 
this book. All we need to add is that they all were approved an 
edited by Stalin personally and some of them were added in his own 
handwriting to the draft text of the book. 

What did Stalin consider essential to write into this book? Did he 
want to cool the ardor of his flatterers who were composing his “Short 
Biography”? No! He marked the very places where he thought 
that the praise of his services was insufficient. 

Here are some examples characterizing Stalin’s activity, added in 
Stalin’s own hand: 

“In this fight against the skeptics and capitulators, the Trotskyites, 
Zinovievites, Bukharinites ro Kamenevites, there was definitely 
welded together, after Lenin’s death, that leading core of the 
Party * * ** that upheld the great banner of Lenin, rallied the Party 
behind Lenin’s behests, and brought the Soviet people into the broad 
road of industrializing the country and collectivising the rural econ- 
omy. The leader of this core and the guiding force of the Party and 
the State was Comrade Stalin.” 

Thus writes Stalin himself. Then he adds: 

“Although he performed his task of leader of the Party and the 
people with consummate skill and enjoyed the unreserved support of 
the entire Soviet people, Stalin never allowed his work to be marred 
by the slightest hint of vanity, conceit, or self-adulation.” 

Where and when could a leader so praise himself? Is this worthy 
of a leader of the Marxist-Leninist type? No. Precisely against this 
did Marx and Engels take such a strong position. This also was 
always sharply condemned by Vladimir Ilyich Lenin. 

In the draft text of his book appeared the following sentence: 
“Stalin is the Lenin of today.” This sentence appeared to Stalin 
to be too weak, so in his own handwriting he changed it to read: 
“Stalin is the worthy continuer of Lenin’s work, or, as it is said in our 
Party, Stalin is the Lenin of today.” You see how well it is said, 
not by the Nation but by Stalin himself. 

It is possible to give many such self-praising appraisals written 
into the draft text of that book in Stalin’s hand. Especially gener- 
ously does he endow himself with praises pertaining to his military 
genius, to his talent for strategy. 

I will cite one more insertion made by Stalin concerning the theme 
of the Stalinist military genius. 

“The advanced Soviet science of war received further development,” 
he writes, “at Comrade Stalin’s hands. Comrade Stalin elaborated 
the theory of the permanently operating factors that decide the issue 
of wars, of active defense and the laws of counter-offensive and offen- 
sive, of the co-operation of all services and arms in modern warfare, 
of the role of big tank masses and air forces in modern war, and of 
the artillery as the most formidable of the armed services. At the 


* Omitted portion of list as found in “A Short Biography,” by Joseph Stalin, Moscow: 
Foreign languages Publishing House, 1949, p. 89, is as follows: “* * * consisting of 
Stalin, Molotov, Kalinin, Voroshilov, Kuibyshev, Frunze, Dzerchinsky, Kaganovich. 
ae Kirov, Yaroslavsky, Mikoyan, Andreyev, Shvernik, Zhdanov, Shkiryatov, and 
others.” 
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various stages of the war Stalin’s genius found the correct solutions 
that took account of all the circumstances of the situation.” [Move- 
ment in the hall.] 

And further, writes Stalin : 

“Stalin’s military mastership was displayed both in defense and 
offense. Comrade Stalin’s genius enabled him to divine the enemy’s 
plans and defeat them. The battles in which Comrade Stalin directed 
the Soviet armies are brilliant examples of operational military skill.” 

In this manner was Stalin praised as a strategist. Who did this? 
Stalin himself, not in his role as a strategist but in the role of an 
author-editor, one of the main creators of his self-adulatory biography. 
; Such, comrades, are the facts. We should rather say shameful 

acts. 

And one additional fact from the same “Short Biography” of Stalin. 
As is known, “The Short Course of the History of the All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks)” was written by a Commission of the 
Party Central Committee. 

This book, parenthetically, was also permeated with the cult of the 
individual and was written by a designated group of authors. This 
fact was reflected in the following formulation on the proof copy of 
the “Short Biography of Stalin”: 

“A commission of the Central Committee, All-Union Communist 
Party (Bolsheviks), under the direction of Comrade Stalin and with 
his most active personal participation, has prepared a “Short Course 
of the History of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolsheviks) .” 

But even this phrase did not satisfy Stalin: the following sentence 
replaced it in the final version of the “Short Biography” : 

‘In 1938 appeared the book, ‘History of the All-Union Commu- 
nist Party (Bolsheviks), Short Course’, written by Comrade Stalin 
and approved by a commission of the Central Committee, All-Union 
Communist Party (Bolsheviks).” Can one add anything more? 
{ Animation in the hall.] 

As you see, a surprising metamorphosis changed the work created 
by a group into a book written by Stalin. It is not necessary to state 
how and why this metamorphosis took place. 

A pertinent question comes to our mind: If Stalin is the author of 
this book, why did he need to praise the person of Stalin so much and 
to transform the whole post-October historical period of our glorious 
Communist Party solely into an action of “the Stalin genius?” 

Did this book properly reflect the efforts of the Party in the Social- 
ist transformation of the country, in the construction of Socialist so- 
ciety, in the industrialization and collectivization of the country, and 
also other steps taken by the Party which undeviatingly traveled the 
path outlined by Lenin? This book speaks principally about Stalin, 
about his speeches, about his reports. Everything without the small- 
est exception is tied to his name. 

And when Stalin himself asserts that he himself wrote the “Short 
Course of the History of the All-Union Communist Party (Bolshe- 
viks) ,” this calls at least for amazement. Can a Marxist-Leninist thus 
write about himself, praising his own person to the heavens? 

Or let us take the matter of the Stalin prizes. [Movement in the 
hall.] Not even the Tsars created prizes which they named after 
themselves. 
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Stalin recognized as the best a text of the national anthem of the 
Soviet Union which contains not a word about the Communist Party ; 
it contains, however, the following unprecedented praise of Stalin: 

“Stalin brought us up in lo alty to the people, 
He inspired us to great toil and acts.” 

In these lines of the anthem is the whole educational directional and 
inspirational activity of the great Leninist. Party ascribed to Stalin. 
This is, of course, a clear deviation from Marxism-Leninism, a clear 
debasing and belittling of the role of the Party. We should add for 
your information that the Presidium of the Central Committee has 
already passed a resolution concerning the composition of a new text 
of the anthem, which will reflect the role of the people, and the role 
of the Party. [Loud, prolonged applause. ] 

And was it without Stalin’s knowledge that many of the largest 
enterprises and towns were named after him? Was it without his 
knowledge that Stalin monuments were erected in the whole coun- 
try—these “memorials to the living?” It is a fact that Stalin himself 
had signed on 2 July 1951 a resolution of the USSR Council of Min- 
isters concerning the erection on the Volga-Don Canal of an impressive 
monument to Stalin; on 4 September of the same year he issued an 
order making 33 tons of copper available for the construction of this 
impressive monument. Anyone who has visited the Stalingrad area 
must have seen the huge statue which is being built there, and that on 
a site which hardly any people frequent. Huge sums were spent to 
build it at a time when _— e of this area had lived since the war in 
huts. Consider yourself, was Stalin right when he wrote in his biog- 
raphy that “* * * he did not allow in himself * * * even a shadow 
of conceit, pride, or self-adoration” ? 

At the same time Stalin gave proofs of his lack of respect for 
Lenin’s memory. It is not a coincidence that, despite the decision 
taken over 30 years ago to build a Palace of Soviets as a monument 
to Vladimir Ilyich, this Palace was not built, its construction was 
always postponed, and the project allowed to lapse. 

We cannot forget to recall the Soviet Government resolution of 
14 August 1925 concerning “the founding of Lenin prizes for educa- 
tional work.” This resolution was published in the press, but until 
this day there are no Lenin prizes. This, too, should be corrected. 
amaliliaien prolonged applause. ] 

During Stalin’s life, thanks to known methods which I have men- 
tioned, and quoting facts, for instance, from the “Short Biography” 
of Stalin—all events were explained as if Lenin played only a sec- 
ondary role, even during the October Socialist Revolution. In many 
films and in many ee works, the figure of Lenin was incorrectly 
presented and inadmissibly depreciated. 

Stalin loved to see the file, “The Unforgettable Year of 1919,” in 
which he was shown on the steps of an armored train and where he was 

ractically vanquishing the foe with his own sabre. Let Kliment 

efremovich, our dear friend, find the necessary courage and write 
the truth about Stalin; after all, he knows how Stalin had fought. 
It will be difficult for Comrade Voroshilov to undertake this, but it 
would be good if he did it. Everyone will approve of it, both the 
proms and the Party. Even his grandsons will thank him. [Pro- 
onged applause. | 
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In speaking about the events of the October Revolution and about 
the Civil War, the impression was created that Stalin always played 
the main role, as if everywhere and always Stalin had suggested to 
Lenin what to do and how to do it. However, this is slander of Lenin. 
[ Prolonged applause. | 

I will probably not sin against the truth when I say that 99 percent 
of the persons present here heard and knew very little about Stalin 
before the year 1924, while Lenin was known to all; he was known to 
the whole Party, to the whole nation, from the children up to the 
graybeards. ['Tumultuous, prolonged applause. | 

All this has to be thoroughly revised, so that history, literature, and 
the fine arts properly reflect V. I. Lenin’s role and the great deeds of 
our Communist Party and of the Soviet people—the creative people. 
[Applause. | 

Comrades! The cult of the individual has caused the employment 
of faulty principles in Party work and in economic activity; it 
brought about rule violation of internal Party and Soviet democracy, 
sterile administration, deviations of all sorts, covering up of short- 
comings and varnishing of reality. Our nation gave birth to many 
flatterers and specialists in false optimism and deceit. 

We should also not forget that due to the numerous arrests of Party, 
Soviet, and economic leaders, many workers began to work uncer- 
tainly, showed overcautiousness, feared all which was new, feared their 
own shadows, and began to show less initiative in their work. 

Take, for instance, Party and Soviet resolutions. They were pre- 
pared in a routine manner often without considering the concrete 
situation. This went so far that Party workers, even during the 
smallest sessions, read their speeches. All this produced the danger 
of formalizing the Party and Soviet work and of bureaucratizing the 
whole apparatus. 

Stalin’s reluctance to consider life’s realities and the fact that he was 
not aware of the real state of affairs in the provinces can be illus- 
trated by his direction of agriculture. 

All those who interested themselves even a little in the national 
situation saw the difficult situation in agriculture, but Stalin never 
even noted it. Did we tell Stalin about this? Yes, we told him, but 
he did not support us. Why? Because Stalin never traveled any- 
where, did not meet city and Kolkhoz workers; he did not know the 
actual situation in the provinces. 

He knew the country and agriculture only from films. And these 
films had dressed up and beautified the existing situation in agricul- 
ture. 

Many films so pictured Kolkhoz life that the tables were bending 
from the weight of turkeys and geese. Evidently Stalin thought 
that it was actually so. 

Vladimir Ilyich Lenin looked at life differently; he was always 
close to the people; he used to receive peasant delegates, and often 
spoke at factory gatherings; he used to visit villages and talk with 
the peasants. 

Stalin separated himself from the people and never went anywhere. 
This lasted tens of years. The last time he visited a village was in 
January 1928 when he visited Siberia in connection with grain de- 
liveries. How then could he have known the situation in the 
provinces ? 
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And when he was once told during a discussion that our situation 
on the land was a difficult one and that the situation of cattle breedin 
and meat production was especially bad, a commission was forme 
which was charged with the preparation of a resolution called, “Means 
toward further development of animal breeding in Kolkhozes and 
Sovkhozes.” We worked out this project. 

Of course, our propositions of that time did not contain all possi- 
bilities, but we did charter ways in which animal breeding on the 
Kolkhozes and Sovkhozes would be raised. We had proposed then to 
raise the prices of such products in order to create material incentives 
for the Kolkhoz, MTS and Sovkhoz workers in the development of 
cattle breeding. But our project was not accepted and in February 
1953 was laid aside entirely. 

What is more, while reviewing this project Stalin proposed that 
the taxes paid by the Kolkhozes and by the Kolkhoz workers should 
be raised by 40 billion rubles; according to him the peasants are well- 
off and the Kolkhoz worker would need to sell only one more chicken 
to pay his tax in full. 

Imagine what this meant. Certainly forty billion rubles is a sum 
which the Kolkhoz workers did not realize for all the products which 
they sold to the government. In 1952, for instance, the Kolkhozes and 
the Kolkhoz workers received 26,280 million rubles for all their 
products delivered and sold to the government. 

Did Stalin’s position then rest on data of any sort whatever? Of 
course not. 

In such cases facts and figures did not interest him. If Stalin said 
anything, it meant it was so—after all, he was a “genius” and a genius 
does not need to count, he only needs to look and can immediately 
tell how it should be. When he expresses his opinion, everyone has 
to repeat it and to admire his wisdom. 

But how much wisdom was contained in the proposal to raise the 
agricultural tax by 40 billion rubles? None, absolutely none, because 
the proposal was not based on an actual assessment of the situation 
but on the fantastic ideas of a person divorced from reality. We are 
currently beginning slowly to work our way out of a difficult agri- 
cultural situation. The speeches of the delegates to the XXth Con- 
gress please us all; we are glad that many delegates deliver speeches, 
that there are conditions for the fulfillment of the Sixth Five-Year 
Plan for animal husbandry, not during the period of five years, but 
within two to three years. We are certain that the commitments of 
the new five-year plan will be accomplished successfully. [Prolonged 
applause. | 

Comrades ! 

If we sharply criticize today the cult of the individual which was 
so widespread during Stalin’s life and if we speak about the many 
negative phenomena generated by this cult which is so alien to the 
spirit of Marxism-Leninism, various persons may ask: How could it 
be? Stalin headed the Party and the country for 30 years and many 
victories were gained during his lifetime. Can we deny this? In 
my opinion, the question can be asked in this manner only by those 
who are blinded and hopelessly hypnotized by the cult of the indi- 
vidual, only by those who do not understand the essence of the revolu- 
tion and of the Soviet State, only by those who do not understand, 
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in a Leninist manner, the role of the Party and of the nation in the 
development of the Soviet society. 

The Socialist revolution was attained by the working class and by 
the poor peasantry with the partial support of middle-class peasants. 
It was attained by the people under the leadership of the Bolshevik 
Party. Lenin’s great service consisted of the fact that he created 
a militant Party of the working class, but he was armed with Marxist 
understanding of the laws of social development and with the science 
of proletarian victory in the fight with capitalism, and he steeled 
this Party in the crucible of revolutionary struggle of the masses of 
the people. During this fight the Party consistently defended the 
interests of the people, became its experienced leader, and led the 
working masses to power, to the creation of the first Socialist State. 

You remember well the wise words of Lenin that the Soviet State 
is strong because of the awareness of the masses that history is created 
by the millions and tens of millions of people. 

Our historical victories were attained thanks to the organizational 
work of the Party, to the many provincial organizations, and to the 
self-sacrificing work of our great nation. These victories are the 
result of the great drive and activity of the nation and of the Party 
as a whole; they are not at all the fruit of the leadership of Stalin, 
as the situation was pictured during the period of the cult of the 
individual. 

If we are to consider this matter of Marxists and as Leninists, then 
we have to state unequivocally that the leadership practice which 
came into being during the last years of Stalin’s life became a serious 
obstacle in the path of Soviet social development. 

Stalin often failed for months to take up some unusually important 
problems concerning the life of the Party and of the State whose solu- 
tion could not be postponed. During Stalin’s leadership our peaceful 
relations with other nations were often threatened, because one-man 
decisions could cause and often did cause great complications. 

In the last years, when we managed to free ourselves of the harmful 
practice of the cult of the individual and took several proper steps in 
the sphere of internal and external policies, everyone saw how activity 
grew before their very eyes, how the creative activity of the broad 
working masses developed, how favorably all this acted upon the de- 
velopment of economy and of culture. [Applause. ] 

Some comrades may ask us: Where were the members of the Politi- 
cal Bureau of the Central Committee? Why did they not assert 
themselves against the cult of the individual in time? And why is 
this being done only now? 

First of all we have to consider the fact that the members of the 
Political Bureau viewed these matters in a different way at different 
times. Initially, many of them backed Stalin actively because Stalin 
was one of the strongest Marxists and his logic, his strength, and his 
will greatly influenced the cadres and Party work. 

It is known that Stalin, after Lenin’s death, especially during the 
first years, actively fought for Leninism against the enemies of Lenin- 
ist theory and against those who deviated. Beginning with Leninist 
theory, the Party, with its Central Committee at the head, started on 
a great scale the work of Socialist industrialization of the country, 
agricultural collectivization and the cultural revolution. At that time 
Stalin gained great popularity, sympathy, and support. The Party 
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had to fight those who attempted to lead the country away from the 
correct Leninist path; it had to fight Trotskyites, Zinovievites, and 
rightists, and the bourgeois nationalists. This fight was indispensa- 
ble. Later, however, Stalin, abusing his power more and more, began 
to fight eminent Party and government lode and to use terroristic 
methods against honest Soviet people. As we have already shown, 
Stalin thus handled such eminent Party and government leaders as 
Kossior, Rudzutak, Eikhe, Postyshev, and many others. 

Attempts to oppose groundless suspicions and charges resulted in 
the opponent falling victim of the repression. This characterized the 
fall of Comrade Postyshev. 

In one of his speeches Stalin expressed his dissatisfaction with 
Postyshev and asked him, “What are you actually?” 

Postyshev answered clearly, “I am a Bolshevik, Comrade Stalin, 
a Bolshevik.” 

This assertion was at first considered to show a lack of respect for 
Stalin; later it was considered a harmful act and consequently re- 
sulted in Postyshev’s annihilation and branding without any reason 
as a “people’s enemy.” 

In the situation which then prevailed I have talked often with 
Nikolai Aleksandrovich Bulganin; once when we two were traveling 
in a car, he said, “It has happened sometimes that a man goes to Stalin 
on his invitation as a friend. And when he sits with Stalin, he does 
not know where he will be sent next, home or to jail.” 

It is clear that such conditions put every member of the Political 
Bureau in a very difficult situation. And when we also consider the 
fact that in the last years the Central Committee Plenary sessions 
were not convened and that the sessions of the Political Bureau oc- 
curred only occasionally, from time to time, then we will understand 
how difficult it was for any member of the Political Bureau to take a 
stand against one or another unjust or improper procedure, against 
serious errors and shortcomings in the practices of leadership. 

As we have already shown, many decisions were taken either by one 
person or in a souniohath way, without collective discussions. The 
sad fate of Political Bureau member, Comrade Voznesensky, who fell 
victim to Stalin’s repressions, is known to all. It is a characteristic 
thing that the decision to remove him from the Political Bureau was 
never discussed but was reached in a devious fashion. In the same way 
came the decision concerning the removal of Kuznetsov and Rodionov 
from their posts. 

The importance of the Central Committee’s Political Bureau was 
reduced and its work was disorganized by the creation within the Po- 
litical Bureau of various commissions—the so-called “quintets,” “sex- 
tets,” “septets,” and “novenaries.” Here is, for instance, a resolution 
of the Political Bureau of 3 October 1946. 

“Stalin’s Proposal: 

“1. The Political Bureau Commission for Foreign Affairs (“Sex- 
tet”) is to concern itself in the future, in addition to foreign affairs, 
also with matters of internal construction and domestic policy. 

“2. The Sextet is to add to its roster the Chairman of the State Com- 
mission of Economic Planning of the U. S. S. R., Comrade Voznesen- 
sky, and is to be known as a Septet.” 

“Signed : Secretary of the Central Committee, J. Stalin.” 
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What a terminology of a card player! (Laughter in the hall.) It 
is clear that the creation within the Political Bureau of this type of 
Commissions—“quintets,” “sextets,” “septets,’ and “novenaries”— 
was against the principle of collective leadership. The result of this 
was that some members of the Political Bureau were in this way kept 
away from participation in reaching the most important State mat- 
ters. 

One of the oldest members of our Party, Kliment Yefremovich 
Voroshilov, found himself in an almost impossible situation. For sev- 
eral years he was actually deprived of the right of participation in 
Political Bureau sessions. Stalin forbade him to attend the Political 
Bureau sessions and to receive documents. When the Political Bureau 
was in session and Comrade Voroshilov heard about it, he telephoned 
each time and asked whether he would be allowed to attend. Some- 
times Stalin permitted it, but always showed his dissatisfaction. Be- 
cause of his extreme suspicion, Stalin toyed also with the absurd and 
ridiculous suspicion that Voroshilov was an English agent. [Laughter 
in the hall.] It’s true—an English agent. A special tapping device 
was installed in his home to listen to what was said there. [Indigna- 
tion in the hall.] 

By unilateral decision Stalin had also separated one other man from 
the work of the Political Bureau—Andrey Andreyevich Andreyev. 
This was one of the most unbridled acts of wilfulness. 

Let us consider the first Central Committee Plenum after the XI Xth 
Party Congress when Stalin, in his talk at the Plenum, characterized 
Vyacheslav Mikhailovich Molotov and Anastas Ivanovich Mikoyan 
and suggested that these old workers of our Party were guilty of some 
baseless charges. It is not excluded that had Stalin remained at the 
helm for another several months, Comrades Molotov and Mikoyan 
would probably have not delivered any speeches at this Congress. 

Stalin evidently had plans to finish off the old members of the 
Political Bureau. He often stated that Political Bureau members 
should be replaced by new ones. 

His proposal, after the XI Xth Congress concerning the selection of 
25 persons to the Central Committee Presidium, was aimed at the 
removal of the old Political Bureau members and the bringing in of 
less experienced persons so that these would extol him in all sorts of 
ways. 

Wecan assume that this was also a design for the future annihilation 
of the old Political Bureau members and in this way a cover for all 
shameful acts of Stalin, acts which we are now considering. 

Comrades! In order not to repeat errors of the past, the Central 
Committee has declared itself resolutely against the cult of the indi- 
vidual. We consider that Stalin was excessively extolled. However, 
in the past Stalin doubtlessly performed great services to the Party, 
to the working class, and to the international workers’ movement. 

This question is complicated by the fact that all this which we have 
just discussed was done during Stalin’s life under his leadership and 
with his concurrence; here Stalin was convinced that this was neces- 
sary for the defense of the interests of the working classes against the 
plotting of the enemies and against the attack of the imperialist camp. 
He saw this from the position of the interest of the working class, of 
the interest of the laboring people, of the interest of the victory of 
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Socialism and Communism. We cannot say that these were the deeds 
of a giddy despot. He considered that this should be done in the 
interest of the Party; of the working masses, in the name of the defense 
of the revolution’s gains. In this lies the whole tragedy ! 

Comrades! Lenin had often stressed that modesty is an absolutely 
integral part of a real Bolshevik. Lenin himself was the living per- 
sonification of the greatest modesty. We cannot say that we have been 
following this Leninist example in all respects. It is enough to point 
out that many towns, factories and industrial enterprises, Kolkhozes 
and Sovkhozes, Soviet institutions and cultural institutions have been 
referred to by us with a tithe—if I may express it so—of private prop- 
erty of the names of these or those government or Party leaders who 
were still active and in good health. Many of us participated in the 
action of assigning our names to various towns, radios, undertakings 
and Kolkhozes. We must correct this. [Applause. | 

But this should be done calmly and slowly. The Central Committee 
will discuss this matter and consider it carefully in order to prevent 
errors and excesses. I can remember how the Ukraine learned about 
Kossior’s arrest. The Kiev radio used to start its programs thus: 
“This is radio (in the name of) Kossior.”” When one day the programs 
began without naming Kossior, everyone was quite certain that some- 
thing had happened to Kossior, that he probably had been arrested. 

Thus, if today we begin to remove the signs everywhere and to 
change names, people will think, that these comrades in whose honor 
the given enterprises, Kolkhozes or cities are named, also met some 
— fate and that they have also been arrested. [Animation in the 

all.] 

How is the authority and the importance of this or that leader 
judged? On the basis of how many towns, industrial enterprises and 
factories, Kolkhozes and Sovkhozes carry his name. Is it not about 
time that we eliminate this “private property” and “nationalize” the 
factories, the industrial enterprises, the Kolkhozes and the Sovkhozes? 
[Laughter, applause, voices: “That is right.”] This will benefit our 
cause. After all, the cult of the individual is manifested also in this 
way. 

We should in all seriousness consider the question of the cult of 
the individual. We cannot let this matter get out of the Party, espe- 
cially not to the press. It is for this reason that we are considering 
it here at a closed Congress session. We should know the limits; we 
should not give ammunition to the enemy; we should not wash our 
dirty linen before their eyes. I think that the delegates to the Con- 
gress will understand and assess properly ‘all these proposals. 
{ Tumultuous applause. } 

Comrades: We must abolish the cult of the individual decisively, 
once and for all; we must draw the proper conclusions concerning 
both ideological-theoretical and practical work. 

It is necessary for this purpose : 

First, in a Bolshevik manner to condemn and to eradicate the cult 
of the individual as alien to Marxism-Leninism and not consonant 
with the principles of Party leadership and the norms of Party life, 
and to fight inexorably all attempts at bringing back this practice in 
one form or another. 

To return to and actually practice in all our ideological work the 
most important theses of Marxist-Leninist science about the people 
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as the creator of history and as the creator of all material and spiritual 
good of humanity, about the decisive role of the Marxist Party in the 
revolutionary fight for the transformation of society, about the victory 
of Communism. 

In th's connection we will be forced to do much work in order to 
examine critically from the Marxist-Leninist viewpoint and to correct 
the widely spread erroneous views connected with the cult of the in- 
dividual in the sphere of history, philosophy, economy, and of other 
sciences, as well as in the literature and the fine arts. It is a 
necessary that in the immediate future we compile a serious textboo 
of the history of our Party which will be edited in accordance with 
scientific Marxist objectivism, a textbook of the history of Soviet 
society, a book pertaining to the events of the Civil War and the Great 
Patriotic War. 

Secondly, to continue systematically and consistently the work done 
by the Party’s Central Committee during the last years, a work char- 
acterized by minute observation in all Party organizations, from the 
bottom to the top, of the Leninist principles of Party leadership, char- 
acterized, above all, by the main principle of collective leadership, 
characterized by the observation of the norms of Party life described 
in the statutes of our Party, and finally, characterized by the wide 
practice of criticism and self-criticism. 

Thirdly, to restore completely the Leninist principles of Soviet 
Socialist democracy, expressed in the Constitution of the Soviet 
Union, to fight wilfulness of individuals abusing their power. The 
evil caused by acts violating revolutionary Socialist legality which 
have accumulated during a long time as a result of the negative in- 
fluence of the cult of the individual has to be completely corrected. 

Comrades ! 

The XXth Congress of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union 
has manifested with a new strength the unshakable unity of our Party, 
its cohesiveness around the Central Committee, its resolute will to 
accomplish the great task of building Communism. [Tumultuous 
applause.| And the fact that we present in all their ramifications the 
basic problems of overcoming the cult of the individual which is alien 
to Marxism-Leninism, as well as the problem of liquidating its burden- 
some consequences, is an evidence of the great moral and political 
strength of our Party. [Prolonged applause. } 

We are absolutely certain that our Party, armed with the historical 
resolutions of the X Xth Congress, will lead the Soviet people along 
the Leninist path to new successes, to new victories. Peaidleeste 
prolonged applause. | 

Long live the victorious banner of our Party—Leninism! [Tumul- 
tuous, prolonged applause ending in ovation. All rise. ] 
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